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September 23, 2009
Mr. Jay Clement
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Maine Project Office
675 Western Ave. #3
Manchester, Maine 04351
Re: Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study- Phase II Alternatives Analysis Supplement
Dear Mr. Clement:

)

Enclosed in response to your March 9 letter of comments is one copy of the Wiscasset
Route 1 Corridor Study Phase 11 Alternatives Analysis Supplement (Phase 11 Supplement)
for your determination of the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative
(LEDPA). The enclosure includes a separate Appendix B, Comments and Responses to
Substantive Comments Received on the Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study Draft
Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation.
I am sending the Phase II Supplement to US EPA, US Fish and Wildlife, Maine DEP,
National Marine Fisheries Service, Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife and
members of the Midcoast Bypass Task Force. I am also sending copies to the Towns of
Wiscasset, Edgecomb, Alna, Woolwich, Boothbay, Boothbay Harbor, Newcastle and
Westport Island for them to post conspicuously at their town offices for public review.
We at MaineDOT look forward to your LEDPA determination soon, as many residential
and commercial property owners cannot sell their properties until an alignment is selected.
Please call me at 624-3315 or Ed Hanscom at 624-3320 if you have any questions.
Very truly yours,

!!:z~

/;!}~

Study Co-Manager

)

Ed Hanscom, P.E.
Study Co-Manager

Cc: US EPA
US Fish and Wildlife
National Marine Fisheries Service
Maine DEP
Maine Inland Fisheries and Wildlife
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1.

Purpose

The purpose of this submittal is to respond to questions received in a March 9, 2009 U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (ACOE) letter in response to a section 404 application that was submitted on December 8,
2008 with additional materials submitted on December 31, 2008. In essence, the ACOE letter requested
MaineDOT to further substantiate its recommendation to identify alternative N2/N2a/N2h as the Least
Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA).
MaineDOT and FHWA continue to recommend N2a as the LEDPA because it provides the best overall
solution to the decades-long traffic congestion problem along Route 1 in the Wiscasset-Edgecomb area.
This recommendation is based on:
1. The natural and human impacts of the remaining build and no-build alternatives, along with 		
                 cost and engineering considerations. The no-build solution does not satisfy the FHWA     stated Purpose and Needs or the ACOE Purpose Statement, so it is not recommended. The
impacts of the three remaining build alternatives are so close that MaineDOT developed a 		
scoring methodology to assist the Midcoast Bypass Task Force in identifying its favored
bypass alignment. The scoring shows that N2a is the most practicable alternative.
2.  Impacts to the waters of the United States, as defined by section 404(b) are essentially the
same for the three remaining build alternatives.
3. The Midcoast Bypass Task Force, which represents nine area communities and four additional
interest areas, has recommended that N2a is their preference. This broad range of
representation clearly indicates that N2a is in the public interest, and should therefore be 		
     recommended by ACOE as well. The need for ACOE to address public interest is clearly
indicated in its December 21, 2007 letter of comments to the Draft Environmental Impact 		
Statement, which states in part that:
		
		
		
		

“The Corps encourages DOT to continue to work with the affected communities and local
interest groups to address local concerns and seek consensus. The Corps must not only
identify the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative, we must demonstrate
that it is not contrary to the public interest. A project that is deemed contrary to the public
interest cannot receive a permit.”

This Supplement also includes the comments that were received on the October 2007 Wiscasset Route
1 Corridor Study Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation (DEIS) and
MaineDOT responses to the substantive comments (see Appendix B, under separate cover).
1

2.

Overview

The need to address traffic congestion in Wiscasset Village has been discussed with varying intensity
over the last forty or more years. This issue took on greater visibility in the mid-1990s as MaineDOT
responded to local requests to work to reduce congestion by conducting a preliminary analysis of
transportation alternatives. This was followed in 1999 by the onset of the Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor
Study to take the planning analyses through the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. The
Environmental Assessment was elevated in 2002 to an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).
In 2004, MaineDOT began to develop the Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study Draft Environmental
Impact Statement and Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation (DEIS), which was published in October, 2007. As
the DEIS was being completed, MaineDOT created the Midcoast Bypass Task Force, a diverse regional
group of stakeholders in order to help MaineDOT and the Federal Highway Administration interpret
the public comments received on the DEIS, identify issue areas, offer advice and reach local consensus.
Public participation was especially important in this process, as the federal and state government’s
ability to successfully fund a bypass solution would depend on the communities’ ability to agree on a
solution that most people would be willing to accept, and given the long history of the affected
communities’ inability to reach consensus.
The Midcoast Bypass Task Force consists of representatives from the towns of Wiscasset, Edgecomb,
Alna, Westport Island, Woolwich, Newcastle, Boothbay and Boothbay Harbor, Lincoln County, and
interest groups consisting of the Sheepscot Valley Conservation Association, Chewonki Foundation and
Friends of Coastal Preservation. Current members of the Midcoast Bypass Task Force are:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

David Nichols, Selectman, Wiscasset
Arthur Faucher, Town Manager, Wiscasset
Don Jones, Chair, Wiscasset Transportation Committee
Joanne Cameron, Chair, Board of Selectmen, Edgecomb
Amanda Russell, Planning Board, Edgecomb
Barry Johnston, Fire/Safety Chief, Edgecomb
Robert Faunce, Planning Director, Lincoln County
Douglas Baston, Chair, Planning Board, Alna
Lee Straw, Chair, Board of Selectmen, Newcastle
David King, Sr., Chair, Board of Selectman, Woolwich
David Bertran, Chair, Board of Selectman, Westport Island
Ross Edwards, Selectman, Boothbay
Tom Woodin, Town Manager, Boothbay Harbor
Jaimie Logan, Boothbay Harbor Chamber of Commerce
Leah Sprague, Sheepscot Valley Conservation Association
Don Hudson, The Chewonki Foundation
Dr. Norma Dreyfus, Friends of Coastal Preservation
Kat Fuller, Chief of the Bureau of Transportation Systems Planning, MaineDOT
Peter Kleskovic, Assistant Division Administrator, Maine Division, FHWA

As a result of the work performed with the Midcoast Bypass Task Force, there now remain one no-build
and three build alternatives, as described below and depicted graphically on the following pages. Refer
3

to Appendix M for larger-scale aerial maps overlain by the remaining alternatives and Appendix N for
maps depicting natural and human environmental assets.
•

		
		

No-Build – under this proposal, a single-lane flyover would be installed at the
intersection of Route 1 in Edgecomb with Cross Road. The flyover would help address a
safety hazard caused by Cross Road traffic attempting to turn left onto Route 1
southbound. The safety hazard is caused by a large hill and curve to the north (east) of the
intersection, resulting in short sight distances. Additionally, a jug handle would be
installed on the south side of Route 1 between the Cod Cove bridge and Englebrekt Road.
The jug handle would address a safety hazard caused by Englebrekt Road traffic
attempting to turn left onto Route 1 northbound. Engelbrekt Road traffic would turn right
onto Route 1 southbound, enter a left-turn pocket to get onto the jug handle and then
merge onto Route 1 northbound. The No-Build alternative does not meet the stated
purpose and need of relieving congestion in Wiscasset, however.

•
		
		

Build Alternative N2/N8c, commonly referred to as N8c in this document, is the most
southerly build alternative remaining and includes the longest bridge of any of the
remaining build alternatives.

•
		

Build Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1, referred to as N2f in this document, lies between the
most southerly and the most northerly build alternatives.

•
		

Build Alternative N2N2a/N2h, referred to as N2a in this document, is the most northerly
build alternative.
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3.

Summary of Comments Received to the October, 2007
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

An eight-week public comment period for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) extended
from October 26 to December 21, 2007. During that time, seven public meetings were held; three of the
meetings were public hearings. The public meeting and public hearing dates and topics of discussion
follow:
Date
Topic(s) Covered
11/15/2007 DEIS Informational Meeting
11/28/2007 DEIS Informational Meeting
11/29/2007 DEIS Public Hearing #1
12/01/2007 DEIS Public Hearing #2
12/04/2007 DEIS Public Hearing #3
12/06/2007 DEIS Informational Meeting
12/17/2007 DEIS Informational Meeting
Many substantive comments were received during the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
comment period. Refer to Appendix B for a summary listing of the comments received and MaineDOT
responses to them. The comments received on the DEIS were assigned to several categories for review
and discussion with the Midcoast Bypass Task Force:
•
Category A Comments – For Midcoast Bypass Task Force Review
Traffic Diversion Analysis
			
Interchanges
			
Englebrekt Road
Interim & Long-Term Solutions for Wiscasset Village
Substantiated Opinions on Alternatives
Official Town & Task Force Member Comments
•
Category B Comments – Require MaineDOT Action, but not necessarily
		
Task Force Review
Agency Comments
			
Individual Comments
New Alignment Proposals
			
Public Hearing Comments
•
Category C Comments – Not a Substantive Comment – No Response Required
The Midcoast Bypass Task Force met 15 times to discuss the DEIS comments. These Midcoast Bypass
Task Force meetings were held on the dates listed below to discuss the topics and to come to consensus
on major items of ongoing debate. Copies of the meeting agendas and meeting minutes are attached as
Appendix C.
Date
Topic(s) Covered
10/29/2007 DEIS Public Comment Period and Task Force Role
12/13/2007 Information Requests, Informal Public Comments Report
01/24/2008 DEIS Public Comments Work Plan
02/07/2008 Traffic Diversion Analysis
02/21/2008 Traffic Diversion Analysis
03/06/2008 Interchanges
03/20/2008 Interchanges
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Date
04/03/2008
04/24/2008
05/01/2008
06/10/2008
06/26/2008
07/24/2008
09/18/2008
10/29/2008
12/09/2008

Topis(s) covered
Interchanges
Interim Traffic Congestion Improvements
Edgecomb Land Use Analysis
Army Corps Process
Task Force Discussion on Materials Provided to Date
Alignment Revisions in Edgecomb
Bypass Interchanges
Interim Approaches to Relieve Congestion
Route 218 Access Options

The following paragraphs summarize the outcomes of the topics covered at these meetings.
3.1.

October 29, 2007 Meeting on DEIS Public Comment Period and Task Force Role
The purpose of this meeting was to provide a forum to ask questions about the DEIS and to
obtain input on the Task Force process. Questions centered on traffic diversion, long term
maintenance and operating costs, the future of Davey Bridge (plan is for MaineDOT to retain 		
it at least through 2030), request to evaluate full interchanges at Route 27 and 218 in
Wiscasset, recent land use developments on Davis Island, the need to provide emergency
vehicles access at the intersection of Route 1 and Old Bath Road, noise, no-build alternatives, 		
impacts of displacements to property taxes and the upcoming public meetings and hearings.

3.2.

December 13, 2007 Meeting on Information Requests, Informal Public Comments Report
This meeting reviewed the requests for information that were received and the public comments 		
that were received. Guidelines for addressing the comments and the Task Force’s roles were also 		
discussed.

3.3.

January 24, 2008 Meeting on the DEIS Public Comments Work Plan
Public comments received on the DEIS were broken down into Categories A, B and C and a
meeting schedule was established to discuss the Category A comments. MaineDOT noted at
the meeting that a Phase II Application would be submitted at the conclusion of the Task Force
process rather than immediately due to MaineDOT’s need to understand the DEIS comments and
to formulate responses.

3.4.

February 07, 2008 and February 21, 2008 Meetings on Traffic Diversion Analysis
Traffic Diversion analyses were presented and discussed at the two-part meeting as the result
of public comments that were received. It was concluded that while the further the bypass
alignment is from existing Route 1 and thus the less traffic that is diverted from Route 1, all of
the Build alternatives fully considered in the DEIS meet the Purpose and Need Statement by
eliminating congestion. The Purpose and Need Statement for the Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor 		
Study is to “increase safety, enhance mobility (e.g., reduce congestion), and provide a net
improvement to the environment in Wiscasset, Maine”. The project purpose identified by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) is to “improve the east-west traffic movements through
the town of Wiscasset and surrounding communities along the Route 1 corridor in order to
improve public safety and relieve traffic congestion.” All of the remaining build alternatives
under consideration in the DEIS meet the project Purpose and Need and ACOE project
purpose; the no-build alternative does not. MaineDOT solicited an independent review of its 		
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traffic diversion analysis to ensure its findings were supportable. The independent review,
conducted by FHWA, confirmed that MaineDOT’s approach, assumptions and outcome were
supportable (see Appendix D).
3.5.

March 6, March 20 and April 03, 2008 Meetings on Interchanges
Three meetings were dedicated to identifying and evaluating interchange options in Wiscasset. 		
MaineDOT proposed a half interchange at Route 27 in the DEIS. The Town of Wiscasset
requested analyses be conducted to consider full interchanges, both at Route 27 and also at Route
218. They reasoned that traffic volumes on Route 27 justified a full interchange there. They also
wanted a full interchange at Route 218 to address truck traffic from the Whitefield gravel pits.
Without a Route 218 interchange, these trucks would not have access to the bypass and
consequently would continue to travel onto Federal Street in the Village Historic District to
existing Route 1. Multiple alternatives were presented and it was finally agreed upon that the
Route 27 access to the bypass should be a full interchange. However, there was no decision made
on Route 218 access, as the Town of Alna was concerned about induced growth. FHWA also
expressed concern that the close proximity of the two interchanges could pose safety hazards.
The interchanges issue was ultimately resolved at the December 9, 2008 meeting, when it was 		
agreed that a connector road between Route 218 and Route 27 with a full interchange near Route
27 would satisfy the needs of both communities (see Appendix M for interchange concept plans).

3.6.

April 24, 2008 Meeting on Interim Traffic Congestion Improvements
At the meeting onset. the Task Force requested that less meeting time should be used to discuss
highly technical details. As a result, it was agreed that MaineDOT would develop a matrix
summarizing the impacts of each remaining alignment alternative to help the Task Force
identify its alignment preferences. It was also agreed that MaineDOT would generate and
distribute reports summarizing analyses prior to the meetings so the Task Force could review 		
them in advance and reduce the time spent on presentations. Discussion then focused on what
causes traffic delays and what has been done to date to reduce congestion in the Route 1
Wiscasset Village area. It was noted that congestion is caused by  a number of factors,
including the number of vehicles trying to get through, the transition to a village setting,
significantly reduced posted speed limits, pedestrian crossings, traffic movements caused by
parking, road curves and cross-sectional changes, a railroad crossing at the bottom of a steep
hill, and turning and entering traffic. A history of activities conducted to reduce congestion was
also presented:
Pre-1998: A traffic officer controlled traffic to allow pedestrian crossings (discontinued
by the Town of Wiscasset due to budget issues).
		
2000: MaineDOT initiated angled parking in lieu of the perpendicular parking that
existed previously and installed a curbed median to prohibit left turns at certain
		
intersections.
		
June 2001: MaineDOT eliminated the median and incorporated left turn lanes, converted 		
		
some connecting streets to one-way only and eliminated one crosswalk. The angled
		
parking had been found to work well and was retained as a permanent change.
July 2001: MaineDOT added temporary traffic and pedestrian signals at certain
intersections and collected traffic data.
September 2001: MaineDOT returned all traffic to two-way and removed the temporary
traffic signals.
11

  

An analysis of the various congestion relief approaches taken concluded that all of the
traffic control approaches yielded essentially the same vehicular capacity of about 1,050
vehicles per hour for northbound and 850 vehicles per hour for southbound traffic.

MaineDOT provided the Task Force with a summary of the DEIS comments submitted by the public
related to downtown traffic congestion, including all potential solutions to consider. Refer to Appendix
F.1 for the summary and Appendix F.2 for the recommendations the Task Force elected to pursue.
3.7.

May 1, 2008 Meeting on Edgecomb Land Use Analysis
MaineDOT presented updated land use maps and discussed further land use updates to the DEIS 		
with the Task Force. MaineDOT noted that Englebrekt Road would now be considered a
neighborhood and its boundaries were discussed. Recent land developments at Davis Island were
discussed but that area was determined to not qualify as a neighborhood. The Task Force also 		
heard Mr. VanOrsdell’s proposal for two alternate routes including a tunnel. Also discussed were
recent findings for the Gateway-1 Study, which includes midcoast Route 1. Other items of
discussion included independent review of the traffic diversion analysis (in process and report
expected by the next meeting), and that an update on the potential interim measures to reduce
downtown congestion would also be presented at the next meeting.

3.8.

June 10, 2008 Meeting on Army Corps Process
Jay Clement of the US Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) provided an overview of the permit
and public process required for any project that impacts waters of the United States, and that the
ACOE will make a determination of the least Environmentally Damaging Practicable
Alternative (LEDPA). The LEDPA is the option (or multiple options, if applicable) that the
ACOE deems to be permitable, based on the least adverse impacts on navigation, degradation of
aquatic life, and effect on the public interest. He went on to explain that the review is a
balancing process, focusing on aquatic and natural environmental impacts, but balancing this 		
also with residential and commercial takings. Following determination of the LEDPA,
MaineDOT and FHWA will complete the Final Environmental Impact Assessment and FHWA
will then issue its Record of Decision (ROD). Upon final design, MaineDOT will need to obtain
the actual ACOE permit, along with a DEP and Coast Guard permit.
MaineDOT announced at the meeting that the old motor court (Race’s Cabins) located at the
corner of Route 1 and Route 27 in Edgecomb is eligible for the National Historic Register
because it is associated with early motor development in Maine, and that its setting,
workmanship and materials were all qualifying indicators. If at all possible, the alternatives must 		
avoid the motor court and its use, even if avoidance results in significant cost increases.

MaineDOT presented a matrix developed to summarize all pertinent comparison criteria
discussed in the DEIS. Three sets of criteria were used: (1) Natural Environment, (2) Human
Environement and (3) Transportation and Cost Considerations. Based on the analysis,
MaineDOT recommended that alternatives N2/N2h/N2f-2 and N2/N2h be dropped from further 		
consideration for the following reasons:
      • N2/N2h/N2f-2 is essentially the same as the N2/N2h/N2f-1, but it cuts across the
		
Englebrekt Road neighborhood;
      • N2/N2h is essentially the same as N2/N2a/N2h, but it is more costly and results in a
		
longer bridge with an adverse effect to the historic bascule portion of the railroad bridge.
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The remaining alternatives are N2/N8c (N8c), N2/N2a/N2h (N2a) and N2/N2h/N2f-1 (N2f1).  
Of these, it was noted that N2a appeared to be the best alternative, due to:
		
Concerns that the Town of Wiscasset had with N8c regarding its impacts to the historic 		
		
district;
MaineDOT’s concerns with the N8c at-grade tee intersection with existing Route 1 on
		
Davis Island, the Town of Edgecomb’s designated growth area, and also concerns with 		
		
the at-grade tee intersection with Route 27 to Boothbay, which is already a safety concern
		
due to high speeds and short stopping sight distances;
Of the two remaining alternatives, N2f1 and N2a are fairly similar in benefits, but N2a
		
was more practical than the other.
A handout was provided regarding analysis of the VanOrsdell tunnel proposal (see Appendix G).
A summary of the April 24 and May 1 discussions on Interim Downtown Measures was also
handed out. It included ten items recommended for further consideration. The ten items included 		
(1) a safety project at Route 1 in Edgecomb, (2) a Traveler Information System, (3) a permanent
traffic counter, (4) evaluating safety concerns at the intersection of Route 1 with Lee Street and
Bradford Road in Wiscasset, (5) evaluating safety and congestion concerns at the intersection of
Routes 1 and 27 in Wiscasset, (6) developing options for downtown Wiscasset parking, (7) the
ongoing issue of pedestrian crossings, (8) traffic calming, (9) revising the I-295 “Coastal
Route 1” signs, and (10) reinstatement of a traffic control officer (see Appendix F for further
details).
3.9.

June 26, 2008 Task Force Discussion of Materials Provided to Date
The meeting focused on allowing Task Force members the opportunity to discuss the
practicality of the remaining alternatives amongst themselves. By show of hands, the Task Force 		
unanimously endorsed N2a as the one alignment that no one on the Task Force would oppose.

3.10.

July 24, 2008 Task Force Meeting on Alignment Revisions in Edgecomb
The Task Force was provided maps depicting revisions to all three remaining alignments caused 		
by efforts to avoid the motor court (Race’s Cabins), which is eligible for inclusion in the
National Historic Register. The changes add about $1 to $2 million to the overall project cost.
Additionally, a revised comparison of bypass alternatives was distributed to account for the
changes in alignment and also to account for environmental field reviews, which provided more
detail than had previously been available from GIS mapping of resources. Ranking of the
alternatives did not change measurably – see Appendix E. for further details.

Also discussed was the status of the Interim Downtown Measures:
1.
Edgecomb Route 1 safety project (traffic stopped ahead sign) – project delayed (all bids
rejected due to high cost).
2.
I-295 Wiscasset Traveler Information System  - the traffic delay information system is in
		
progress, more meetings with local and county emergency services personnel and area
chambers of commerce to occur, expect fall 2008 Phase I implementation.
3.
Permanent traffic counter – expect it to be installed in the fall of 2008, data will not be
		
posted to the web but will be available on request.
4.
Intersection of Lee Street and Bradford Road – no further action recommended (no 		
crashes).
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5.
6.
7.
		
		
8.
9.
10.

Intersection of Routes 1 and 27 in Wiscasset – further analysis is warranted
Wiscasset off-street parking – aerial photos provided to Town for their analysis
Pedestrian crossing tunnel – concept plan provided, cost estimated at $4.5 M, expect
limited use, drainage and construction issues (ledge), etc. – recommend no further
action. As an alternative to a pedestrian tunnel, a floating wharf under Davey Bridge
was suggested. This will be considered in an upcoming Bicycle-Pedestrian Plan to be
developed for the Town of Wiscasset through the Lincoln County Planner.
Traffic-calming plan – hold until the Bypass is built, as it would further impede traffic
flow
Remove “Coastal” from “Coastal Route 1” signs – recommend no further action
(concerns from other communities in the region)
Add the reintroduction of a uniformed traffic officer to control pedestrians.

The Task Force reviewed remaining items to discuss, including interim traffic measures and
interchanges, and also discussed schedule. Discussion also centered on the need to obtain a final
determination on alignment from the regulatory agencies, as many people whose properties are 		
potentially affected are on financial hold until a firm decision is made. It was agreed that a
news release would be made to address this concern and to identify the timeline involved.
3.11.

September 18, 2008 Task Force Meeting on Interchanges
The Task Force discussed several interchange options presented by MaineDOT for each of the 		
three remaining alignment options, both for Route 27 and also for Route 218. For Route 27, the 		
Task Force generally felt a full interchange would be preferred. Group discussion seemed to
favor:

		
		
		

N8c – Full Diamond
N2f-1 – No discussion
N2a – Interchange as shown in the DEIS plus 2 ramps

Opinions on the Route 218 interchange generated a wide range of opinions, from Alna being
opposed to any interchange to Wiscasset’s preference for a full interchange to provide trucks 		
access onto the bypass. Otherwise, trucks would have no access to the bypass and would be
forced to continue traveling on narrow Federal Street to Route 1, both of which are in the
historic district. Research into truck traffic emanating from Whitefield gravel pits indicated that it
was significant and was unlikely to abate in the next decade. Newcastle also expressed interest
in accommodating trucks so as to minimize the number taking Sheepscot Road into that
community to avoid traffic delays on Route 1 in downtown Wiscasset. Wiscasset would not
support a Route 218 interchange for the N8c option, however, due to its impact to the
historic district. MaineDOT noted that alternatives to an interchange, such as a truck route, were 		
going to be developed and evaluated, and that meetings with the Towns of Wiscasset and
Alna would be held to further define the problem and the options would be presented to the Task
Force. MaineDOT agreed also to evaluate half-interchange options at Route 218.
3.12.

October 29, 2008 Task Force Meeting on Interim Approaches to Relieve CongestioThe final
proposed approaches to address public comments regarding downtown Wiscasset traffic
congestion were discussed. See Appendix F.2. through F.5. for details:
•
Pedestrian Crossings
			
The Maine Historic Preservation Commission ruled that it would not support the 		
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pedestrian crossing tunnel (See Appendix F.3) due to its visual impacts to
			
the historic district.
The permanent traffic counter is being installed on Route 1 (vicinity of Wiscasset
Ford).
A crossing guard could be hired in 2009 to better manage pedestrian crossings.
			
MaineDOT may be able to partially fund the position for one summer only.
			
Other pedestrian control options and off-street parking would be dropped from the
			
Bypass Study, as they will be evaluated in the Wiscasset Bicycle-Pedestrian 		
			
Study.
Installation of traffic signals in downtown Wiscasset will not be implemented
because they were found in 2001 not to be effective in reducing traffic congestion.
•
Local Traffic Control - Intersection of Route 1 and Route 27, Wiscasset – Engineering
analysis comparing a traffic signal to a roundabout has shown that a signal would reduce
crashes by 25%; a roundabout by 60% (see Appendix I). The roundabout would reduce
wait times for Route 27 traffic and improve safety overall, but it would not improve
traffic flow for Route 1. The analysis shows that it is not cost-effective to use either
signals or a roundabout at this intersection. MaineDOT will examine an unsignalized
		
right-turn lane and report back to the Task Force.
•
Parking Control – No further action (part of the Bicycle-Pedestrian Study)
•
Traveler Information System
Phase I – the manual system was operational from August 28 through October 15,
2008 and was activated 3 times. A final report will be issued shortly.
			
Phase II – design will occur over the winter and meetings will be held with
			
local and regional emergency services personnel and also with area chambers of 		
			
commerce. The system should be operational by May, 2009 and will be active
			
through mid-October.
			
I-295 static signs – the Task Force asked that MaineDOT install static signs on 		
I-295 to encourage traffic headed to Belfast or further east to use Exit 113 or
Rte. 3, respectively. The Traffic Engineering Division of MaineDOT is
			
considering the request.
			
Other – the Task Force asked for guidance to increase ride sharing, car pooling 		
			
and park-and-ride lots. The GoMaine program was described as the best way to
			
address this. Interested communities can speak with MaineDOT for assistance 		
(Susan Moreau, 624-3239).
3.13.

December 09, 2008 Task Force Meeting on Route 218 Access Options
MaineDOT reviewed the Task Force suggestion to add an island and northbound turning lane at 		
the intersection of Route 1 with Route 27 in Wiscasset. Two options are being developed and the 		
project was funded in the FY2010-2011 biennium (see Appendix I).
The Traveler information System Phase I final report was distributed. Phase II, as discussed at
the last meeting, will be implemented in 2009. See Appendix F.5 and F.6, respectively.
The Phase II application to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers was submitted on Dec. 8. The
cover letter states that N2a remains the preferred route by MaineDOT and the Midcoast Bypass 		
Task Force. It also notes that increased land acquisition costs could render the capital cost of all 		
three remaining alternatives essentially the same. The cover letter and application were
handed out. A copy of the complete application will be sent to each town represented by the
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Task Force, and MaineDOT will notify task force members when the public comment 			
period opens. The ACOE is not bound by the preferred alternative recommended by MaineDOT,
FHWA and the Task Force - communities must make clear during the public comment
period which alternative they support and why. ACOE decisions are weighted to favor the
aquatic environment.
The Task Force reviewed both interchange and non-interchange options to address Route 218
access. In order to (1) address Wiscasset’s desire to provide Route 218 trucks access to the
Bypass, (2) satisfy Alna’s request not to have an interchange located on Route 218, and (3) to
address FHWA concerns regarding close proximity interchanges at Route 27 and Route 218,
MaineDOT presented three options featuring a connector road between Route 27 and Route 218, 		
one of which featured a full interchange near Route 27. By unanimous show of hands
(one abstention and none opposed), the Task Force approved adding a connector road between
Route 218 and Route 27 to be integrated with a full interchange near Route 27.
Also discussed was the Town of Wiscasset’s potentially illegal posting of Federal Street to
trucks. The Town of Wiscasset indicated it had an ordinance in effect prohibiting heavy trucks 		
from using Federal Street, but it was unclear if the Town had notified affected residents,
the trucking industry and MaineDOT, as is required by MaineDOT. (NOTE: MaineDOT
subsequently found that it has no record of having participated or approved the ordinance, and 		
that it is thus null and void).
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4.

Comparison of Alternatives

MaineDOT and FHWA generated a summary comparison table for the No Build and three remaining
alignment alternatives in June 2008 to help the Midcoast Bypass Task Force come to consensus on its
preferred alternative (see Appendix E). The challenges in this process were grounded in two areas: the
lack of a clearly defined best route when all impacts were objectively evaluated, and the historic lack of
agreement among the communities as to the best route due to the radically different impacts each alternative had on each community. The matrix was based on the need to objectively balance the impacts to
all three areas of concern: (1) the Natural Environment, (2) the Human Environment and (3) Transportation and Cost Considerations.
In this newly expanded table summarizing the DEIS findings, the Natural Environment (wetlands,
streams, wildlife, etc.), the Human Environment (displacements, impacts to neighborhoods, etc.) and
Transportation and Cost (engineering-related) aspects for each of the remaining no-build and build alternatives were summarized and ranked. Rankings were applied to each remaining alternative to the evaluation criteria, as follows:
•
Green color – minor negative impacts (or most favorable benefits)
•
Yellow color – moderate negative impacts (or moderately favorable benefits)
•
Orange color – substantial or comparatively worst negative impacts (or least favorable
benefits).
Overall rankings for each of the three categories for each alignment and overall were then generated as
follows (highest scores are best):
•
Sum of green-colored cells (each instance has a value of 1 point)
•
Sum of green- plus yellow-colored cells (each with a value of 1 point)
•
Sum of green- plus yellow- minus orange-colored cells (each with a value of 1 point)
•
Sum of green- plus yellow, minus orange-colored cells, (green and orange have a value of
1 point and yellow has a value of ½ point)
•
Sum of all of the above (by category and also overall).
Based on the matrix scoring, it was found that the N2a alignment provided the best overall ranking
among these criteria. The Midcoast Bypass Task Force agreed by a show of hands with none opposed
that N2a should be the preferred alternative.
The Comparison of Alternatives table that was generated for the Midcoast Bypass Task Force has been
updated to reflect changes that have occurred since the matrix was presented to them. The table is no
longer color-coded or ranked. Differences in the various criteria and their impacts are discussed in the
pages that follow each major portion of the table.
4.1.

Purpose and Need

		
Criteria				
Improve public safety
Enhance mobility (reduce congestion)
Provide net improvement to the
  environment in Wiscasset

No Build
      No
      No

N8c
Yes
Yes

N2f
Yes
Yes

N2a
Yes
Yes

      No

Yes

Yes

Yes
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The No-Build alternative, although it does not meet any of the three Purpose and Need criteria, serves as
a basis for comparison of the build alternatives under further consideration.
4.2.
Impacts to the Natural Environment
			
Criteria				
No Build
1
Navigable Waterways 					
0			
Marine Waters
      
    Eelgrass (acres)
      0
1
     
    Essential Fisheries Habitat (Acres) 		
0			
      
    NRPA & Coastal Zone Management (Acres)
      0
      
    Shellfish Habitat 2					
0			
1
Marine Worm Habitat 				
0			
Fresh Water
Number of Stream Crossings with
Freshwater Fishery				
0			
      
    Freshwater Wetlands (Acres)
     0.1
No. of Stream & River Crossings			
0			
Length of Streams within
      Bypass Earthwork Area (L.F.)
      0
Bypass Length within 500 L.F. of Streams
0			
   
Vernal Pools
Total Number Impacted				
1			
      
    Significant Vernal Pools (Immediately Adjacent)       0
    Affected Dispersal Area w/in 250’
      of Significant Vernal Pools
      0
      
    Assessment of Impact to Sig. Vernal Pool
      w/in 250 feet (Ac.) 4				
TBD		
    Dispersal Area (Opp. Side)
      w/in 750’ of Vernal Pools 5			
2.5			
      
    Direct Impact to Vernal Pools
      within 750 feet (Acres)
      TBD
   
Essential Habitat (Eagle Nests)
      None
   
Tidal Waterfowl & Wading Bird Habitat (Acres)
      0
Impacts to Floodplain					
0			
Pier Impacts to Sheepscot River			
None		
   
Impervious Area (Acres)
      <1%
   
Change in Annual and 10-Year Stormwater Flows       N/A
Other Considerations
   
High Value Forest Impacts (Acres)
      0
   
High Value Grassland Impacts (Acres)
      0
   
Unfragmented Habitat (Blocks)
      2
Beginning with Habitat Lower Sheepscot River
      Focus Area of Statewide Ecological Significance      No    
								
Impact

1 Requires US Coast Guard and Army Corps of Engineers permits
2 Included in Coastal Resources
3 Stream at West Alna Road redefined in 2008 based on field measurements
4 Assessment of impacts to vernal pool based on pool quality
5 Salamander eggs found at a stream site in 2008 (not a vernal pool, however)
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N8c
0

N2f
0

N2a
0

0
Min.
0.5
0.1
0.1

0
Min.
1.2
0
0.2

0
Min.
0.2
0
0

2
2.0
3

2
4.2
4

23
3.7
4

775
1,033 1,263
11,873 14,414 16,819
4
1

6
1

6
2

1.2

1.2

1.2

Severe Severe Severe
27.5

32.0

41.7

5.8
None
0.1
0.2
0.4
29.1
15%

10.4
None
0.3
1.9
0.3
31.2
15%

14.4
None
0
0.6
0.1
35.8
15%

10.6
5.4
6

13.4
4.5
7

12.7
7.0
6

No
No
South
Impact Impact End

Following is an analysis of the impacts presented in the table at left:
4.2.1.
		
4.2.2.
		
4.2.3.

Navigable Waterways – None of the remaining alternatives will impact navigable water		
ways.
Eelgrass - None of the remaining alternatives will impact eelgrass, per visual dive
observance conducted in June 2008.
Essential Fisheries Habitat – Minimal impacts are expected for all remaining alternatives
in the long term and there are no adverse changes in flows. There could be short-term
		
impacts during construction of piers. The timing of construction will help minimize
		
impacts. The N8c bridge is the longest and would thus have the greatest chance of
impacting essential fisheries habitat.
4.2.4. NRPA and Coastal Zone Management – N2f will have the greatest impact at 1.2 acres.
		
N8c will impact 0.5 acres and N2a will impact 0.2 acres.
4.2.5. Shellfish Habitat – N8c will impact 0.1 acres of shellfish habitat; N2f and N2a have no
		
impact.
4.2.6. Marine Worm Habitat – N2f impacts 0.2 acres and N8c impacts 0.1 acres. N2a does not 		
		
impact marine worm habitat.
4.2.7. Number of Stream Crossings with Freshwater Fishery – All three build alternatives
impact two streams with observed fish populations (5 and 7). N2f and N2a also cross
		
stream 8. MaineDOT will utilize recommendations from the Waterways and Wildlife 		
		
Crossing Policy Design and Guidance, July, 2008 and the 2008 Revised MaineDOT Best 		
		
Management Practices for Erosion and Sedimentation Control to minimize impacts.
4.2.8. Freshwater Wetlands - The impacts to freshwater wetlands are minimal for the No-Build 		
		
and all three Build alternatives. For the No-Build alternative, less than 0.1 acres would be
		
impacted. For the Build alternatives, N8c would impact slightly more than 2.0 acres. N2f 		
		
would impact slightly less than 4.2 acres and N2a would impact slightly less than
		
3.7 acres.
4.2.9. Number of Stream and River Crossings – N8c crosses 3 streams (2, 5 and 7). N2f also
crosses 3 streams (2, 5, and 8). N2a crosses 4 streams (2, 5, 8 and 9). N8c would have
		
a large impact on stream 7, while N2f would have less impact and N2a would have no 		
impact. No fish are present in stream 9. Aquatic passage for amphibians would be
required for stream 10 (N2f and N2a) only if the road is widened, but it is expected that
		
this will be a transiton zone to match the cross-section and alignment of Route 1, with 		
		
only paving occurring at stream 9. MaineDOT will utilize recommendations from
		
Waterways and Wildlife Crossing Policy Design and Guidance, July, 2008 and the 2008 		
		
Revised MaineDOT Best Management Practices for Erosion and Sedimentation Control. 		
		
See Table 1 - Stream Crossings Summary located at the end of this section for further
		
details.
4.2.10. Length of Streams within Bypass Area Earthwork - The length of streams within bypass
		
earthwork areas are 775 feet for N8c, 1,033 feet for N2f and 1,263 feet for N2a.
		
MaineDOT will utilize recommendations from Waterways and Wildlife Crossing Policy 		
		
Design and Guidance, July, 2008 and the 2008 Revised MaineDOT Best Management
		
Practices for Erosion and Sedimentation Control. See Table 1 - Stream Crossings Sum-		
		
mary located at the end of this section for further details.
4.2.11. Bypass Length within 500 feet of Streams - Currently there are no water quality
regulations that require analysis of impacts within 500 feet of a roadway. A more
realistic analysis of impacts to streams within close proximity to a proposed bypass
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is to compare the changes in the annual and 10-year storm flows resulting from
		
the increased amount of impervious area within the direct watershed of each stream. The
		
amount of impact is dependent upon where on the watershed the bypass is located, and 		
		
how the stream enters. Each of the three proposed alignments for the Route 1 bypass
alters the peak discharge of several streams that flow into the Sheepscot River. Creation
of impervious areas (e.g. pavement) produces changes in runoff patterns during
rainfall and potentially affects the volume of flow of flood events. The change in runoff
		
is controlled by the total area of the watershed, the location of the road within the
		
watershed and the surface area of the new pavement. In the case of the Wiscasset bypass, 		
		
the impervious areas created by the new road are very small compared to the total
watershed area and the locations of the alignments do not significantly affect the timing
of the peak flows. The projected changes in peak discharge are calculated to be
insignificant for all three alignments. All alignments are predicted to have approximately
equal impact on the outflows from each watershed. MaineDOT will utilize the
		
recommendations from Waterways and Wildlife Crossing Policy Design and Guidance, 		
		
July, 2008 and 2008 Revised MaineDOT Best Management Practices for Erosion and
		
Sedimentation Control to further reduce impacts to streams.
4.2.12. Total Number of Vernal Pools Impacted – All three remaining alignments impact 4
vernal pools (Nos. 1, 2, 3 and 7). N8c is considered to not impact any other vernal pools,
		
though it lies within the south side of Route 1 at vernal pool number 6. The area south 		
		
of Route 1 at vernal pool number 6 is degraded dispersal habitat, but the area north of
Route 1 is not. This is due to the amount of traffic and distance required for amphibians
		
to travel over pavement from the south side of Route 1 to the vernal pool. In addition 		
		
to the 4 vernal pools impacted by all three build alignments, N2f also impacts vernal pool
number 5 (a permanent farm pond that supports amphibian breeding) and vernal pool
number 6 (located on the north side of Route 1). N2a does not impact vernal pools 5 or 6.
		
It does however impact vernal pool 8, though its dispersal area may already be
disturbed by a recent subdivision development, and the dispersal area of significant
		
vernal pool number 4 by crossing its 750-foot buffer radius. The impact to vernal pool 4 		
can likely be reduced or may be totally eliminated by adjusting the alignment of N2a in
final design.
4.2.13. Number of Maine DEP-Defined Significant Vernal Pools Impacted – N8c, N2f and N2a
all impact one significant vernal pool (number 2) by crossing its 250-foot radius wildlife
habitat area. N2a also impacts significant vernal pool number 4 by crossing its 750-foot
		
buffer radius, but the impact area can likely be reduced or possibly totally eliminated by 		
adjusting the alignment of N2a in final design.
4.2.14. Bypass Area within 250 feet of Maine DEP-defined Significant Vernal Pool Wildlife
Habitat – All three build alternatives impact 1.2 acres of wildlife habitats within 250 feet
of DEP-defined significant vernal pool number 2. There are no impacts within 250 feet of
any other DEP-defined significant vernal pool by any of the remaining alternatives.
4.2.15. Bypass Area within 750 feet of Vernal Pool Wildlife Habitat – The N2 segment
		
common to all three remaining build alignments separates 27.5 acres of wildlife habtat 		
		
from the vernal pool side of the bypass at vernal pools numbers 1, 2, 3 and 7. This is the 		
		
total amount for N8c, as vernal pool number 6 is already disturbed on the north side of 		
		
Route 1. N2f impacts an additional 4.5 acres (vernal pool 5, manmade and already
disturbed), for a total of 32 acres. N2a impacts an additional 14.2 acres, for a total of 41.7
		
acres. 12.5 acres of the 14.2 acres at vernal pool number 8 are already disturbed by
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development. The remaining 1.7 acres is attributable to vernal pool 4 (Maine
DEP-defined as Significant). The impact to vernal pool 4 can likely be reduced or may be
totally eliminated by adjusting the alignment of N2a in final design.
4.2.16. Assessment of Impact to Vernal Pools within 750 Feet – All three build alternatives
		
directly impact 5.8 acres forested habitat within 750 feet of vernal pool numbers 1, 2, 3 		
		
and 4. N8c also lies within the south side of Route 1 at vernal pool 6, but that area is not 		
		
counted because the area on the south side of Route 1 is not optimal dispersal habitat due
to the amount of traffic and distance required to travel over pavement. N2f impacts
another 4.6 acres (10.4 acres total) at vernal pool numbers 5 and 6, both of which are
manmade. Vernal pool number 6 is included because the N2a alignment is located on
the north (vernal pool) side of Route 1. N2a impacts an additional 8.6 acres (14.4
acres total) at vernal pool numbers 4 and 8. Vernal pool number 4 is a significant vernal
		
pool with direct impacts of 3.3 acres, though a new subdivision may have already
		
impacted the dispersal area. N2a also directly impacts 5.4 acres of vernal pool 8 dispersal
area. As a mitigative measure, MaineDOT will construct amphibian passage structures
		
under the bypass and will install funneling fencing to guide amphibians towards the pools
		
and away from the roadway through use of a 48” or larger diameter culvert at vernal\
		
pools 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 7. No passage will be provided at vernal pools 6 or 8.
4.2.17. Essential Habitat (Eagle Nests) – There are 2 eagle nests in the area, but the nests are
		
located outside the study area.
4.2.18. Tidal Waterfowl and Wading Bird Habitat – It is currently estimated that N8c would
		
include 6 piers in tidal waterfowl and wading bird habitat areas. Only one pier would be 		
		
within these areas for N2f. N2a would not have any piers in tidal waterfowl and wading 		
		
bird habitat areas. N8c impacts 0.1 acres and N2f impacts 0.3 acres. N2a does not
		
impact tidal waterfowl and wading bird habitat.
4.2.19. Impacts to Floodplain – As described in the November 2008 Phase II Alternatives
		
Analysis, floodplains within the study area are adjacent to the Sheepscot River and Polly
Clark Stream. The 100-year flood elevation is 11 feet in the lower stretches of Polly
		
Clark Stream and undetermined for the Sheepscot River. The build alternatives will be 		
designed to comply with Executive Order 11988. N8c impacts 0.2 acres of floodplain
		
area, while N2f impacts 1.9 acres and N2a impacts 0.6 acres. The impact areas are largely
along streams and bridges could be extended if necessary to reduce or perhaps eliminate
any impacts to floodplains.
4.2.20. Pier Impacts to Sheepscot River – The effect of piers on Sheepscot River bottom habitat 		
		
for the N8c alignment is 0.4 acres, while N2f piers impact 0.3 acres and N2a piers impact
		
less than 0.1 acres.
4.2.21. Impervious Area – N8c would add 29.1 acres of impervious area, N2f would add 31.2
		
acres and N2a would add 35.8 acres.
4.2.22. Change in Annual and 10-Year Stormwater Flows – This element has been added to
better reflect the impacts of stormwater runoff and is a supplement to 4.2.21 Impervious
Area. The impact of all three build alternatives is to increase both annual and ten-year
stormwater flows by 15%. Refer to Appendix L for further details.
4.2.23. Forest Impacts – N8c impacts 10.6 acres of high quality forest, while N2f impacts 13.4 		
		
acres and N2a impacts 12.7 acres.
4.2.24. Grassland Impacts - N8c impacts 5.4 acres of high quality grasslands, while N2f impacts 		
		
4.5 acres and N2a impacts 7.0 acres.
4.2.25. Unfragmented Habitat Blocks – All three build alternatives impact one end but do not
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bisect undeveloped habitat blocks B (3 acres), C (19 acres) and D (5 acres) for a total
		
direct impact of 27 acres common to all three build alternatives. N8c also impacts a total
		
of 25 acres at the southern end of the 292 acre Block E (24 direct direct and 1 acre
indirect), 2 direct acres of the 880 acre Block I and 3 direct impact acres of the 101 acre
		
Block J for a total of 56 acres of direct impact and 1 acre of indirect impacts. N2f impacts
		
four additional blocks: 38 direct acres and 3 indirect acres of the 292 acre Block E, 15
direct acres of Block G (554 acres), 17 direct acres of Block I (880 acres) and 1 direct
acre at Block J (191 acres), for a total impact of 98 acres direct and 3 acres indirect for
		
N2f. N2a directly impacts an additional 40 acres and indirectly impacts 3 acres of Block 		
E (292 acres), 52 acres direct and 21 acres indirect at G (554 acres), and 2 direct acres at
Block I (880 acres), for a total of 121 acres directly impacted and 24 acres indirectly
		
impacted.
4.2.26. Beginning with Habitat Lower Sheepscot River Focus Area of Statewide Ecological
Significance – the only alignment impacting the Beginning with Habitat Lower Sheepscot
River Focus Area is N2a – it runs through the extreme southwest tip of the Focus Area.
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Table 1 - Stream Crossings Summary
Stream					
Stream #2 Near
Route 1 and Old
Bath Road
Stream #5 Polly
Clark Stream at
Willow Lane

Stream #5 Polly
Clark Stream at
Morris Farm and
Route 27
(Gardiner Road)
Stream #7
Unmaned Stream
near Deer Run

N8c					

N2f					

N2a

Description: High-gradient stream impacts. The stream could pass strong fish, as the crossing area consists of a rocky segment
pool and riffle. The downstream area is impounded and the upstream end is slow with silt bottom.
Impacts are common to all. Hydraulically, a 6’ diameter by 99’ culvert will be needed. This structure would not be conducive to
wildlife passage. A wider bottomless structure such as an arch would maintain aquatic passage and a riparian crossing.
Description: This is a drainage swale in a field that drains a wetland and a field. In this area, there is no stream impact, as it does
not become stream-like until further down gradient. This alignment will affect the headwaters, but erosion and sediment Best
Management practices will reduce impacts to water quality down gradient.
Impacts are common to all. It is not a stream in this area, as it it is in the headwaters. There currently is a 42 inch culvert on the
low volume road and it may not need any separate animal crossing due to the low volume of traffic on Willow Lane.
Description: At this point, the stream is broader with faster flow in a forested canopy. Riparian habitat provides shading and cover
to animals.
Impacts are common to all and consist of a long channeled flow with increased velocities and scour at the outlet. Hydraulically, a
9.5’ diameter by 175’ culvert will be needed. It may incourage riparian passage but could also create sheet flow impassable to fish.
It is possible that this structure could be modified to keep flow depths passable for fish. Future replacement of the Route 27 structure could accommodate animal passage.
Description: This stream’s primary water source is a wetland swale and groundwater well area north of Route 218. The stream
starts at Route 218. The swales downstream of Route 218 add base flow but the majority appears to come from north of Route
218. Signs of scour at the downstream side of Route 218 indicate that there is some flow that crosses under it. This stream has fish
and other aquatic life.
This impact does not directly occur by crossing a stream but rather by effects of the Route 27-Route 218 Connector to the upper
watershed. N2f and N2a do not affect the headwater wetland as much as does N8c. About half of the wetland will be filled, altering the hydrology of the adjacent upland area. The wetland and stream are recharged from overland and adjacent ground-water
discharge which will be altered by adjacent highway cuts and fills. Even though only 50 feet of stream will be directly affected,
there is potential for the entire stream hydrology to be affected by N8c. The peak flow report indicates that all three build alternatives will increase peak flows by about 15%. This is due to the nature of the watershed.

N8c will fill and drain about half of the headwater
wetland and will divert rainwater and overland flow
away from the stream, affecting about 50 feet of the
stream. Actual impacts will not be known until final
design. No culvert is currently planned.

The headwater wetland will be filled
slightly. This should not adversely
affect the hydrology or overland flow
into the wetland.

The headwater wetland will be
filled slightly. This should not
adversely affect the hydrology or
overland flow into the wetland.
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Stream			

Stream #8 Stream
adjacent to West
Alna Road

N8c					

Not affected by this alternative

Stream #9 Stream Not affected by this alternative
in Edgecomb-1,000
ft. north of
Englebrekt road

Stream #10 east
of Cross Road

N2f					

N2a

This stream lies in a developed area with two roads. The stream on the northerly side of Route 218 is narrow and in a deep incised
channel. Fish have been observed near the crossing at West Alna Road and passage must be maintained.

Alignment crosses at a skew to the stream.
The stream on the south side of Route 218 is
6 to 8 feet wide and less than one foot deep at
low flow. Hydraulically, a 5.5’ by 210’ culvert
is needed. Animal passage for N2f may not
be optimal due to culvert length and another
culvert type would be needed for passage of all
organisms.

Alignment crosses perpendicular to the
stream. Hydraulically, a 4.5’ by 215’ culvert
is needed. N2a may encourage riparian passage but could also create sheet flow impassable to fish. It is possible that this structure
could be modified to keep flow depths passable for fish.

Not affected by this alternative

Alignment crosses the stream about 300’
downstream of where it becomes channelized
and flows away from the impounded headwater wetland. At this point there is a braided
channel, but the flow is maintained by the
discharging wetland. Hydraulically a 4.5’
dia. by 130’ to 174’ long culvert is needed. A
larger diameter culvert will be considered, as
monitoring in Gorham has shown that small
mammals use a 4’ diameter by 100’ long
culvert for passage.

Description: This stream connects two Scrub Shrub wetlands. The stream is low gradient and is an impounded area, more like a
connector. This crossing is used by amphibians with a high turtle mortality rate. Aquatic passage in this area would benefit amphibians. There are minor impacts to stream characteristics from this crossing.
Not affected by this alternative

This alignment will extend the drainage
structure south of Route 1. The structure
should pass aquatic organisms.

This alignment will affect the waterway
only slightly south of Route 1. The structure
should pass aquatic organisms.

4.3.

Impacts to the Human Environment

Criteria			
No Build		
N8c		
N2f		
N2a
Potential for Induced Development within 1,000’ of Interchanges
No. of Residences			
0			
15		
35		
35
No. of Businesses			
0			
19		
10		
22
Use of Section 4(f) Properties
after Mitigation			
0			
3		
3		
3
Adverse Effect to Section 106 Properties
   Architectural
2
3+1 Conditional
3
3
   Archeological-Historic
0
1
    1+1 Possible
1
   Archeological-Prehistoric
0
1
6
0
Other Considerations				
Neighborhoods
      Encroach
N.A.
   Bayview Hts.   Bayview Hts.     Bayview Hts.
    Village Dist.     Village Dist.       Village Dist.
									
Englebrekt Rd. Englebrekt Rd.
      Bisect
N.A.
0
0
0
   Community Preferences
N.A.
   Historic Dist.    Englebrekt Rd.   Least Concern
Visual Impacts         Impacts
   Impact to Growth Areas
N.A.
   Davis Island
N.A.
N.A.
No. Residential Displacements
1			
26		
27		
26
No. Commercial Displacements
2			
14		
14		
13
Year 2030 Reduction in
Downtown Village SADT
(% / Traffic Diverted)
0
84%
71%
49%
							
27,600
23,400
16,000
   Visual Impacts 7
Gateway-1 Distinctive or
Noteworthy Views
N.A.
Major
Minor
Minimal
      RxR at Main Street, Wiscasset N.A.
65
5
0
End of Davey Bridge,
      Edgecomb
N.A.
132
7
2
East End of Cod Cove Bridge,
      Edgecomb
N.A.
26
6
0
      RxR Drawbridge at Clark
      Point, Wiscasset
N.A.
55
93
70
Total Emissions
      NOx (Kg/Day)
93.8
   TBD in FEIS    TBD in FEIS      TBD in FEIS
      VOC (Kg/Day)
98.6
   TBD in FEIS    TBD in FEIS      TBD in FEIS
   TNM Modeled Noise Levels - Hourly Equivalent (dBA)
No. of Properties
      at 66 dBA or Greater
9
1
1
3
      No. of Prop. Exceeding
      Current Levels by 15 dBA +
0
2
5
2

7 Per FHWA Guidance. Viewshed impact is defined as the product of the horizontal and vertical angles of impacted views within an observer’s field of vision.
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Following is an analysis of the impacts presented in the table on previous page:
4.3.1. Potential for Induced Development within 1,000 Feet of Interchanges – N8c would generate the 		
development of an additional 15 residences and 19 businesses within 1,000 feet of interchanges, 		
whereas N2f would generate an additional 35 residences and 10 businesses, and N2a would
generate an additional 35 residences and 22 businesses.
4.3.2. Use of Section 4(f) Properties after Mitigation – All three build alternatives would impact 3 4(f)
properties after mitigation. These 3 properties are the Wiscasset Historic District, the Sortwell 		
Farm and 16 Bradford Road.
4.3.3. Adverse Effect to Section 106 Architectural Properties – The no-build and the three build
alternatives impact the Wiscasset Historic District. The no-build would also impact the Nickels-		
Sortwell House, a National Landmark. The three build alternatives also impact the Sortwell Farm
and 16 Bradford Road. N8c impacts the Wiscasset Jail and Museum on a conditional basis.
4.3.4. Adverse Effect to Section 106 Historic Archeological Properties – N8c impacts one historic
archeological site in the vicinity of the Wiscasset Jail and Museum and one at Route 1 in
Edgecomb. N2f impacts one site in the vicinity of Polly Clark Stream and one at Route 1 in 		
Edgecomb. N2a impacts one site in the vicinity of Polly Clark Stream.
4.3.5. Adverse Effect to Section 106 Prehistoric Archeological Properties - N8c impacts one prehistoric
archeological site in the vicinity of Goose Island-Davis Island. N2f impacts one site in the
vicinity of Clark Point and another in the vicinity of the shoreline along Engelbrekt Road. N2a 		
impacts the corners of two sites in the vicinity of the proposed bridge near the Edgecomb`
Newcastle town line.
4.3.6. Encroach on Neighborhoods - All three build alternatives encroach upon Bayview Heights and
the Wiscasset Historic District; N2a also encroaches upon the Englebrekt Road neighborhood in 		
Edgecomb. The Ice Pond subdivision located at Clark Point is not considered an existing
neighborhood as it is new and it contains no inhabited residences.
4.3.7. Bisect Neighborhoods – None of the alternatives bisect existing neighborhoods.
4.3.8. Community Preferences - From a community acceptability perspective, N2a presents the least 		
concerns, as evidenced by the Midcoast Bypass Task Force’s consensus decision to not oppose 		
that alternative. The Town of Wiscasset is opposed to N8c due to its impacts to the Historic
Village and Jail, and also is opposed due to the large visual presence of the proposed bridge. The
Town of Edgecomb is opposed to N2f due to its impacts to Englebrekt Road. The proposed
alignment would cut access to the river front and would also cause visual impacts to the
Engelbrekt Road residences.
4.3.9. Impact to Growth Areas - N8c terminates at Davis Island and therefore impacts Edgecomb’s
designated growth area. The bypass will end as an at-grade tee intersection at this location, which
could result in safety and traffic delay concerns at the intersection, particularly as
Edgecomb develops that section of Route 1.
4.3.10. Number of Residential Displacements – The No-Build alternative would displace one residence 		
due to the construction of a flyover at Route 27 in Edgecomb. For the Build alternatives, both
N8c and N2a would result in 26 residential displacements, while N2f would result in 27
residential displacements. Though N2a crosses through the Clark’s Point subdivision, only the 		
infrastructure has been built and no residential dwellings exist, so no residential displacements
would occur.
4.3.11. Number of Commercial Displacements – The No-Build alternative would result in the
displacement of 2 commercial establishments due to the construction of a flyover at Route 27
in Edgecomb. For the Build alternatives, N2a would result in 13 commercial displacements,
while both N8c and N2f would result in 14 commercial displacements.
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4.3.12. Year 2030 Reduction in Seasonally Adjusted Daily Traffic - N8c yields the highest reduction in
year 2030 downtown seasonally adjusted daily traffic, but it should be noted that all three
remaining alignments eliminate traffic delays in downtown Wiscasset, and that reducing the
traffic to projected N8c levels was a point of concern with downtown businesses. N2a provides a
good balance of improving Level of Service and supporting the downtown economy.
4.3.13. Visual Impacts per Gateway 1 Distinctive or Noteworthy Views – N8c provides the greatest
disruptive visual impact from public vantage points in what has been rated by the Gateway 1
Study as a Visually Distinctive and Noteworthy viewshed. N2f has minor impacts to public
viewsheds and N2a has minimal impacts to the public viewsheds.
4.3.14. Visual Impacts from the Railroad Tracks at Main Street in Wiscasset – N8c yields the largest
viewshed impact (65). N2f and N2a viewshed impacts are 5 and 0, respectively.
4.3.15. Visual Impacts from the End of Davey Bridge in Edgecomb – N8c yields a viewshed impact of
132, whereas N2f and N2a provide viewshed angle products of 7 and 2, respectively.
4.3.16. Visual Impacts from Cod Cove Bridge in Edgecomb – the viewshed angle products are 26 for
N8c, 6 for N2f and 0 for N2a.
4.3.17. Visual Impacts from the Railroad Drawbridge at Clark Point in Wiscasset – the viewshed angle
product is 55 for N8c, 93 for N2f and 70 for N2a.
4.3.18. Number of Properties at 66 dBA or Greater – The no-build alternative would raise noise levels to
66 dBA at nine properties. N8c and N2f would impact one property and N2a would impact three
properties.
4.3.19. Number of Properties Exceeding Current Noise Levels by 15 dBA or More – the no-build
alternative would not increase noise levels by 15 dBA at any properties. N8c and N2a would
impact two properties, while N2f would impact five properties.
4.4.

Summary Comparison of Alternatives – Part 3 (Transportation and Cost Considerations)

Criteria				
No Build
N8c
N2f
N2a
Traffic Safety & Mobility
   Change in Annual Crashes, 2030
      0
      -9
      -15
      -8
   Change in VMT, 2030
      0
9,700,000
  8,500,000
9,300,000
   Change in VHT, 2030
      0
-1,130,000
-1,090,000     -1,030,000
8
Estimated Capital Cost, $M (2006) 		
$1.1		
$82.25
$78.95
$81.75 8
Life Cycle Cost, $M (100 Years)
    N.A.
  $136.01
  $123.88       $122.02
Benefit-to-Cost Ratio (Life Cycle)
    N.A.
      2.46
      2.43
    2.27
Mitigation Costs (Included in Estimated Capital Cost, Life Cycle Cost & Benefit-to-Cost Above)
   Wetland, $M
    N.A.
    $1.35
     $1.45
  $2.05
   Wildlife, $M
    N.A.
    $1.40
     $1.80
  $1.70
Historic, $M					
$0.02
$0.10
$0.23
$0.06
Constructability
   Cofferdam Pier Construct Time (Weeks)         N.A.
      32
      20-30
      6
   Earthwork (Cubic Yards)
      Cut (Cubic Yards)
      0
   920,000
   1,150,000
965,000
      Fill (Cubic Yards)
      0
   275,000
     420,000
400,000
      Excess Earthwork (Cubic yards)
      0
   645,000
     730,000
565,000
Operations					
Mobility
Improved
Improved Improved
						
Decline
Mobility
Mobility
Mobility
8
Costs updated from DEIS to include new Clark’s Point right-of-way and historic preservation costs.
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Following is an analysis of the impacts presented in the table on the preceding page:
4.4.1. Change in Annual Crashes in 2030 - N2f would yield the greatest reduction in crashes (15),
followed by N8c (9) and N2a (8).
4.4.2. Change in Vehicle Miles Traveled in 2030 - N2f yields the lowest increase in vehicle miles
traveled. All three alternatives provide similar increases in vehicle miles traveled, but N8c
generates a greater increase in VMT than do the other two build alternatives because it diverts a
greater amount of traffic (9.7 million vehicle hour increase for N8c, versus 8.5 million for
N2f and 9.3 million for N2a). See Appendix D-4 for further details.
4.4.3. Change in Vehicle Hours Traveled in 2030 - All three alternatives provide similar reductions in
vehicle hours of travel (reductions of 1.13 million vehicle hours for N8c, 1.09 million for N2f
and 1.03 million for N2a). See Appendix D-4 for further details.
4.4.4. Estimated Capital Cost – all three build alternatives are considered essentially equal, though N8c
is the highest at $82.25 M, followed by N2a at $81.75 M and N2f at $78.95 M.
4.4.5. Life Cycle Cost - N2a provides the lowest (best) 100-year life cycle cost due to its shortest
bridge length at $122 M, versus $124 M for N2f and $136 M for N8c. The life cycle costs
for N2a are about 11.5% lower than for N8c.
4.4.6. Benefit-to-Cost Ratio – N8c provides a slightly higher benefit to cost ratio of 2.46 versus 2.43 for
N2f and 2.27 for N2a. The benefits include savings in personal and commercial travel time costs.
4.4.7. Wetland Mitigation Costs – the highest cost for wetland mitigation is for alternative N2a at $2.05
M, followed by N2f ($1.45 M) and N8c ($1.35 M). These costs are considered to be essentially
equal.
4.4.8. Wildlife Mitigation Costs – Wildlife mitigation costs are highest for N2f ($1.8 M), followed by
N2a ($1.7 M). N8c has the lowest wildlife mitigation cost at $1.4 M, but as with wetland
mitigation costs, these costs are considered to be essentially equal.
4.4.9. Historic Mitigation Costs – N2f has the highest historic mitigation costs at $0.23 M, followed by 		
N8c ($0.1 M) and N2a ($0.06 M). These costs also are considered to be nearly equal.
4.4.10. Cofferdam Pier Construction Time - N2a yields the shortest bridge construction period, thus 		
providing the least construction impact to the river and essential fisheries. N2a cofferdams could
be built within 6 months, versus 20 to 30 months for N2f and 32 months for N8c.
4.4.11. Earthwork - While all three remaining build alternatives generate large amounts of earthwork, 		
N2a generates the least amount of excess earthwork (565,000 cy). N8c yields an excess of
645,000 cy and N2f generates an extra 730,000 cy.
4.4.12. Operations – all three build alternatives will yield significantly improved operations and an end
to the long summer delays currently being experienced. These delays are expected to grow into
the future if a bypass is not constructed, due to continued development in the midcoast area and 		
especially along Route 1.
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5.

Responses to March 9, 2009 US Army Corps of Engineers
Letter of Comments

The ACOE submitted a letter of comments to the December, 2008 Phase II Application on March 09,
2009 – see Appendix J. for the letter. Essentially, the letter noted that though MaineDOT, FHWA and the
Midcoast Bypass Task Force stated their preference for the N2a alignment because it provided the best
overall ranking, N2a yields greater impacts to the aquatic and natural environment than does N8c. The
letter goes on to say that these two criteria carry the greatest weight in selection of the LEDPA, followed
by impacts on the human environment. Though not stated in that letter, the ACOE letter of comments
regarding the DEIS noted that a permit cannot be issued if public interest is not met, so that must be
considered as well. The Midcoast Bypass Task Force has stated that its preference is N2a. Following are
responses to the specific points noted in the ACOE letter:
5.1.

ACOE Comment a. –  All three build alternatives provide the same level of improvement to
public safety, enhancement of mobility and net improvements to the environment of Wiscasset.
Response: The N2a alignment provides the greatest level of safety and mobility. This is because 		
the N8c alignment utilizes at-grade intersections at Davis Island and provides only partial grade 		
separation at the Cross Road intersection in Edgecomb. At-grade intersections are inherently
less safe than the grade-separated intersections provided by the N2a and N2f alignments. The 		
grade separations provided by the N2a alignment at Route 27 and at Cross Road in Edgecomb 		
yield significant safety and mobility advantages over N8c. Also, the N8c bridge will yield
significant visual and noise impacts to the Wiscasset Historic Village area.

5.2.

ACOE Comment b. –  All three alternatives provide essentially the same level of impact to
marine waters.
Response: The N8c alignment involves a significantly longer span over the Sheepscot River and
also infringes upon aquatic bird habitat. The N2a alignment bridge is short and has no impact
on aquatic bird habitat. The worst-case construction period for the N2f span is 20 to 30 weeks 		
and the N8c span is over five times longer than that of the N2a alignment (32 weeks vs.
6 weeks). Though precautions will be taken to reduce them, impacts to aquatic life both during
construction and after will be greater for N8c due to the number of piers to be constructed and
long-term shading effects.

5.3.

ACOE Comment c. – N8c is substantially less directly and indirectly damaging to freshwater
wetlands and streams. Correcting several shading inaccuracies in your most recent matrix, N8c is
also substantially less directly and indirectly damaging to vernal pools and their critical habitat.
Response: Impacts to fresh water wetlands are minimal for all three build alternatives,
ranging from 2.0 to 4.2 acres. These are small numbers, given the length of the bypass
alternatives being considered. There remain opportunities during detailed design to further
reduce impacts to freshwater wetlands.

5.4.

ACOE Comment d. – Shifting to the natural environment, N8c is essentially comparable to the
preferred alternative in impact to tidal waterfowl and wading bird habitat and flood plains, and
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substantially less directly and indirectly damaging to upland habitats (forest, grasslands,
unfragmented blocks, and Beginning with Habitat mapped resources)
Response: N8c directly impacts 0.1 acres of tidal waterfowl and wading bird habitat, while N2a 		
has no impact. N2a impacts more floodplain area than does N8c, however (0.6 vs. 0.2 acres).
N2a impacts 12.7 acres of high-value forestland vs. 10.6 acres for N8c. These differences in 		
impacted areas are quite small. N2a impacts 7 unfragmented blocks, while N8c impacts 5. Only 		
the extreme southern tip of the Beginning with Habitat mapped resource is impacted by N2a.
5.5.

ACOE Comment e. – N8c results in at least half as many residential takings and is second best in
terms of business takings.
Response: Both of these statements are incorrect. Both N8c and N2a result in 26 residential
takings, whereas N2f results in 27 takings. N8c result and N2f both result in 14 commercial
takings, while N2a results in 13 commercial takings.

5.6.

ACOE Comment f. – All of the build alternatives appear to have essentially comparable impacts
to 4(f) and Section 106 properties.
Response: Both N8c and N2a impact 3 Section 4(f) properties, and both impact 3 Section 106
architectural properties, but N8c also conditionally impacts the Wiscasset Jail and Museum. With
respect to Section 106 historic archeological impacts, both N8c and N2a impact one property. 		
However, for Section 106 prehistoric archeological properties, N8c impacts one property and
N2a does not impact any.

5.7.

ACOE Comment g. – In all but the “community preference” line item, N8c appears to have similar or slightly better neighborhood impacts to DOT’s preferred alternative. More important, N8c
            is almost twice as effective as the preferred alternative at reducing downtown traffic levels
through diversion out to design year 2030.
Response: N8c impacts both the northwest and northeast corners of the Wiscasset Historic
Village District, while N2a impacts only the northwest corner. N2a impacts the Englebrekt Road
neighborhood, however, while N8c does not. There has been much confusion about traffic
diversion – it is not a measure of the ability for any alignment to provide better congestion relief.
All of the remaining build alternatives effectively eliminate congestion for many years to come.
Under the travel growth design assumptions, congestion could be expected to return to year 1980
levels by year 2100 for N8c, by year 2065 for N2f and by year 2040 for N2a.
5.8.

ACOE Comment h. – N8c has greater visual impact from the selected viewpoints compared to
the other build alternatives. There are no standards for visual impact in our standards; visual
impact is a subjective determination and one view preference is not necessarily universally held.

Response: MaineDOT developed an approach to quantitatively assess visual impacts. Under this
		
approach, the visual impact analysis was based on four publicly accessible locations with
representative views of the Sheepscot River:
Viewpoint 1 - Route 1, intersection of Main Street and railroad crossing, Wiscasset
Viewpoint 2 - Route 1, east end of Davey Bridge, Edgecomb
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Viewpoint 3 - Route 1, east end of Cod Cove Bridge, Edgecomb
Viewpoint 4 - Railroad drawbridge, Clark Point, Wiscasset
To gauge the degree of visual impact, the MaineDOT used plan and profile drawings of the
preliminary design concept plans, maps, and photographs to determine the average height
and distance of the bridges for each alternative. The MaineDOT measured horizontal and vertical
angles in degrees to calculate the field of view each bridge would occupy, and then subtracted
the bridge infrastructure obscured by topography and vegetation. By multiplying the
remaining horizontal and vertical angles, the MaineDOT created a viewshed index to represent
the amount of bridge obscuring an observer’s field of view. A higher viewshed index number
corresponds to greater visual impact. An index value of 1.0 would be equivalent to the visual
impact of one’s thumbnail when held at arm’s length.
It should also be noted that the Town of Wiscasset by an overwhelming vote became opposed to 		
the N8c alignment after having seen renderings of the proposed bridge.

31

6.

Conclusions and Recommendations

There is no single or combination of minor improvements coupled with transportation systems management (TSM) and/or travel demand management (TDM) under the no-build alternative that would completely alleviate traffic congestion in the future. The combination of a narrow, two-lane rural road with
posted speeds of 45 to 50 miles per hour, high traffic volumes entering a low-speed (25 MPH) historic
village with numerous pedestrian and vehicle conflicts, a railroad grade crossing, a steep hill and sharp
curves will not be conducive to congestion relief given the current and future projected traffic volumes.
Based on nearly ten years’ worth of data collection and analysis, MaineDOT, FHWA and the Midcoast
Bypass Task Force have recommended that the ACOE identify build alternative N2a as the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA). Given the relatively small differences in
impacts to the natural environment, and also given that N2a results in less negative impact to the human environment, MaineDOT, FHWA and the Midcoast Bypass Task Force again recommend that N2a
should be selected as the LEDPA. In support of this recommendation, it should be noted that N2a offers
a superior solution over the N8c alternative to the existing Route 1-Route 1 Bypass-Route 27 intersection in Edgecomb, essentially eliminating Route 1 left turn conflicts. N8c results in an at-grade tee intersection at the existing Route1-Route 1 Bypass intersection on Davis Island (a designated growth area
by the Town of Edgecomb) and at the Route 27 intersection in Edgecomb, and provides only a limited
grade-separated intersection at the Cross Road intersection in Edgecomb.
Once the Least Environmentally Damaging Preferred Alternative (LEDPA) is determined by ACOE, the
MaineDOT and FHWA will be able to complete the FEIS and prepare the Record of Decision (ROD).
Once the ROD is issued, MaineDOT will be able to take the necessary steps to protect the bypass corridor and to eventually construct the bypass once funding becomes available.
Many residents and businesses located along the remaining build alignments anxiously await the LEDPA
decision so they can finally plan their future. A final decision is therefore needed as soon as possible in
order to allow these people to make their decisions accordingly.
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Appendix N
Environmental Impact Maps

Environmental Impact
Maps
1. Water-based Natural Environment Impacts
2. Land-based Natural Environment Impacts
3. Human Environment Impacts

Appendix M
Revised Alignment Maps

Route 1 Connection
common to all alternatives
N2-N8C
N2-N2H-N2F
N2-N2A-N2H

Alternative N2-N8C (N8c)
Map 1 - Route 27 & Route 218 Connection
Map 2 - Route 1 Bypass
Map 3 - Route 1 Edgecomb Connection

Alternative
N2-N2H-N2F (N2f)
Map 1 - Route 27 & Route 218 Connection
Map 2 - Route 1 Bypass
Map 3 - Route 1 Edgecomb Connection

Alternative
N2-N2A-N2H (N2a)
Map 1 - Route 27 & Route 218 Connection
Map 2 - Route 1 Bypass
Map 3 - Route 1 Edgecomb Connection

Appendix L
Impacts to Hydrology

L.1

The Effects of Alignments N8c, N2f-1, and N2a on Peak Flow Hydrology
of Sub-Watersheds of the Sheepscot River
Summary:
Hydrologic impacts were evaluated for each of the three proposed alignments for the Route 1 bypass.
Creation of impervious areas (e.g. pavement) produces changes in runoff patterns during rainfall and
potentially increases the likelihood of flood events. The change in runoff is controlled by several factors:
• the total area of the watershed
• the location of the road within the watershed
• the surface area of the new pavement
In the case of the Wiscasset bypass, the impervious areas created by the new road are small compared to
the total watershed area and all three alignments cross most watersheds near their outlets to the Sheepscot. These factors limit the effects of additional impervious areas on peak flow hydrology. The projected changes in peak discharge are calculated to be insignificant for all three alignments, with maximum
peak flow increases less than 1.3%, with the exception of watershed 9. Watershed 9 has a small overall
area in proportion to paved surface area, and runoff is predicted to increase by approximately 15% with
all three alignments. This falls within the margin of uncertainty and can be addressed at the design stage.
The timing and volume of the peak flows are not significantly affected by any alignment, and all three
alignments are predicted to have approximately the same hydrological impact.
Methods:
Sub-watersheds were delineated based on topography and aerial photography. Impervious areas for each
watershed are calculated based on approximate length of the road within the watershed boundaries and
an assumed average width of 40 feet. The HydroCAD watershed modeling system (based on the NRCS
TR-20 hydrology model) was used in conjunction with USGS regression equations and Rational Method
flow volumes. All peak flows presented here assume high antecedent moisture conditions (soils already
saturated by rainfall) and Type III storms.
Watershed Descriptions:
Watershed delineations are shown in Figure 1.
Watershed 1: drains into stream 5 and encompasses a 4527-acre area northwest of the Sheepscot River.
This is the only watershed which contains an alignment crossing in an upper sub-watershed; all others
are crossed near the outlet.
Watershed 2: drains 133 acres into stream 8, is adjacent to the lower west side of watershed 1.
Watersheds 4 and 5: are on the eastern side of the Sheepscot, in the town of Edgecomb. They encompass streams 9 and 10 respectively. Watershed 4 is 114 acres and watershed 5 is 595 acres.
Watershed 7: encloses a fan-shaped area of 181 acres and discharges into stream 2.
Watershed 9: is 78 acres and located immediately southwest of watershed 2. It drains into stream 7.
Watersheds 3, 6, and 8: do not contain an alignment and are not affected by construction.
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Figure 1: Watershed Delineation Map
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Hydrology Summary - Alignment N8c:
N8c					
Pre-Project
Post-Project
% Increase
WS
Affected Area
Imp Area
Q2
Q10
Q50
Q2
Q10
Q50
WS
(ac)
(acres)		
(cfs) (cfs) (cfs) (cfs) (cfs) (cfs) Q2
Q10
Q50
1
4527.2
10.2		
574.7 1198.0 1796.0 577.1 1203.1 1801.9 0.4
0.4
0.3
5
595.0
1.78		
229.3 537.4 822.1 230.2 537.9 822.3 0.4
0.1
0.0
7
181.5
2.59		
105.2 240.1 365.5 106.5 240.6 365.2 1.3
0.2
-0.1
9
78.8
2.88		
38.1 83.6 125.9 43.7 95.9 144.9 14.7 14.8 15.1
Alignment N8c passes through watersheds 1, 5, 7, and 9 and results in a slight change in peak discharge
for watersheds 1, 5, and 7 and an approximate 15% increase for watershed 9. Watershed 9 is small and
the road surface represents a relatively large percentage of the ground surface area.
Hydrology Summary - N2f-1:
N8c					
Pre-Project
Post-Project
% Increase
WS
Q10
Q50
Q2
Q10
Q50
Affected Area
Imp Area
Q2
WS
(ac)
(acres)		
(cfs) (cfs) (cfs) (cfs) (cfs) (cfs) Q2
Q10
Q50
1
4527.2
13.0		
574.7 1198.0 1796.0 577.8 1204.5 1803.5 0.5
0.5
0.4
2
132.6
1.2		
39.5 80.0 117.1 39.7 80.2 117.4 0.4
0.3
0.2
5
595.0
2.6		
229.3 537.4 822.1 230.1 537.1 820.8 0.3
-0.1 -0.2
7
181.5
2.6		
105.2 240.1 365.5 106.5 240.6 365.2 1.3
0.2
-0.1
9
78.8
0.9		
38.1 83.6 125.9 43.7 96.8 146.5 14.6 15.8 16.4
Alignment N2f-1 passes through watersheds 1, 2, 5, 7, and 9. Like N8c, projected changes in runoff are
small for watersheds 1, 2, 5, and 7, but approximately 15% for watershed 9.
Hydrology Summary - N2a:
N8c					
Pre-Project
Post-Project
% Increase
WS
Affected Area
Imp Area
Q2
Q10
Q50
Q2
Q10
Q50
WS
(ac)
(acres)		
(cfs) (cfs) (cfs) (cfs) (cfs) (cfs) Q2
Q10
Q50
1
4527.2
15.1		
574.7 1198.0 1796.0 578.3 1205.6 1804.8 0.6
0.6
0.5
2
132.6
1.2		
39.5 80.0 117.1 39.7 80.2 117.4 0.4
0.3
0.2
4
114.4
2.5		
8.3
44.2 90.4 8.9
44.3 89.7 7.5
0.3
-0.7
5
595.0
3.7		
229.3 537.4 822.1 230.4 536.9 820.3 0.5
-0.1 -0.2
7
181.5
2.6		
105.2 240.1 365.5 106.5 240.6 365.2 1.3
0.2
-0.1
9
78.8
0.9		
38.1 83.6 125.9 43.7 96.8 146.5 14.6 15.8 16.4
Alignment N2a passes through watersheds 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, and 9. The effect on runoff is minimal for all
watersheds except 9.
Conclusions:
Preliminary analysis indicates that there is no significant hydrological difference between the alignments
considered. This is a planning-level analysis. A refined assessment should be part of the detailed project
design.
Prepared by MaineDOT Env- Amanda K. Dickey; Charles Hebson, Ph.D, P.E.,
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Appendix K
N2 Alternative Alignment
Discussion of N2 Alternative Alignment.................................................................................................K.5
DEIS-Proposed and Alternate N2 Alignment Map..................................................................................K.5
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Appendix K-1
Discussion of N2 Alternative Alignment
Several comments were received in response to the October 2007 DEIS regarding the N2 alignment,
which is common to all remaining Build alignments. Two types of comments were received. On the
environmental side, the US environmental Protection Agency requested that the alignment be adjusted to
avoid or minimize impacts to vernal pools Numbers 1, 2 and 3). The second area of concern dealt with
impacts to properties, including concern expressed by John Rafter and Sean Rafter, who requested the
alignment be moved 100 yards northwest at the Bradford Road approach. Other similar comments were
received as well.
MaineDOT reviewed the N2 alignment proposed in the DEIS and developed an alternative alignment in
an effort to both avoid the impacted vernal pools and to relocate the alignment further north to minimize
impacts to Bradford Road residences. See appendix K “DEIS-Proposed and alternate N2 Alignment”
map for alignment details.
In order to avoid impacts to the three vernal pools, maximum grades for the N2 alternative alignment
would be 7%. This would exceed the maximum mainline 6% vertical grade standard established in the
DEIS. The increase in maximum grade from 6% to 7% would be detrimental to safety. Additionally, the
N2 Alternative alignment would require at least three to five additional residential displacements over
the original DEIS N2 alignment. As a result of these negative impacts, the Midcoast Bypass Task Force
agreed with MaineDOT’s recommendation to keep the N2 alignment as it was presented in the DEIS.
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Appendix J
March 9, 2009 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Letter of Comments
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Regulatory Division
CENAE-R-51

March 9, 2009

Gerry Audibert, PE
Maine Dept. of Transportation
16 State House Station
Augusta, Maine 04333
Dear Mr. Audibert:
This letter updates the status of the Wiscasset Bypass project according to the Corps
Highway Methodology. As you are aware, we are now trying to narrow in on the least
environmentally damaging practicable alternative (“LEDPA”) as part of the Phase 2 analysis.
Maine DOT has taken the position that alignment alternative N2/N2a/N2h-1 is your
preferred alternative. According to your most recent submittal, this alternative yields the most
favorable ranking in 2 of 3 comparative categories. Furthermore, while the two principle
affected communities of Wiscasset and Edgecomb disagree on a preferred alignment, they could
support alignment N2/N2a/N2h-1.
While the Corps appreciates the complexity of this project, the multiple municipal and
special interest group positions, and the difficulty that Maine DOT has had trying to achieve
some degree of community consensus, it is our preliminary position that the information
submitted to date does not support your position that the preferred alignment alternative is the
LEDPA. Even the most recent comparative matrix, dated December 11, 2008, indicates that
alternative N8c results in less direct and indirect impact to the aquatic and natural environments,
a fact that DOT acknowledges in an internal memo dated September 9, 2008. Impacts to the
aquatic and natural environment are the two most important factors that the Corps considers
when making a LEDPA determination, followed by impacts to the human environment.
More specifically, the Corps notes the following:
a. All three build alternatives provide the same level of improvement to public safety,
enhancement to mobility, and net improvement to the environment of Wiscasset.
b. All three alternatives provide essentially the same level of impact to marine waters.
c. N8c is substantially less directly and indirectly damaging to freshwater wetlands and streams.
Correcting several shading inaccuracies in your most recent matrix, N8c is also substantially less
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directly and indirectly damaging to vernal pools and their critical habitat.
d. Shifting to the natural environment, N8c is essentially comparable to the preferred alternative
in impact to tidal waterfowl and wading bird habitat and flood plains, and substantially less
directly and indirectly damaging to upland habitats (forest, grasslands, unfragmented blocks, and
Beginning with Habitat mapped resources).
e. N8c results in at least half as many residential takings and is second best in terms of business
takings.
f. All of the build alternatives appear to have essentially comparable impacts to 4(f) and Section
106 resources.
g. In all but the “community preference” line item, N8c appears to have similar or slightly better
neighborhood impacts to DOT’s preferred alternative. More important, N8c is almost twice as
effective as the preferred alternative at reducing downtown traffic levels through diversion out to
design year 2030.
h. N8c clearly has greater visual impact from the selected viewpoints compared to the other
build alternatives. This is discussed in more detail below.
Alternative N8c is not favored, reportedly because of potential visual impacts and
impacts to the Village Historic District. There are no standards for visual impact in our
regulations; visual impact is a subjective determination and one view preference is not
necessarily universally held. In this case, we note that the Wiscasset shoreline upstream of the
Davies Bridge already supports a sewage treatment plant, an active rail line including two
bridges, and in places, the dilapidated remains of old pilings and other debris. The computer
renditions of a conceptual N8c bridge in the DEIS do not appear particularly egregious but we
certainly recognize that a bridge would alter the view shed. It is interesting to note however, that
the developer of the Clark’s Point subdivision and presumably one of the key landowners whose
views would be affected, prefers the N8c bridge to DOT’s preferred alignment. It is also
interesting to note that Wiscasset and Edgecomb citizens have had to view the Davies Bridge
from multiple vantage points for many years. The view shed is far from pristine. Any further
discussion of visual impact needs to consider whether the visual effects can be addressed through
design features or other mitigation measures. However please note that ultimately, this factor
carries only limited weight in our LEDPA determination.
Similarly, we question the weight given to the potential impact to the historic district.
Comparative matrices in the administrative record indicate that all of the alignments have similar
levels of impact to historic resources. With the dismissal of several early alignments, the Maine
Historic Preservation Commission apparently has no outstanding issues with the remaining
alignments, including N8c. In fact, the administrative record indicates that the potential impacts
to the historic district can be mitigated and may not even rise to the level of Section 4(f) concerns
for Federal Highway.
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In summary, N8c appears on the whole to be less damaging to the aquatic and natural
environment and is at least similar to DOT’s preferred in its effect on the human environment.
In the absence of other overwhelming public interest issues, we cannot concur that your
preferred alternative is the LEDPA. The record reflects general concurrence for this
determination by federal and state resource agencies.
I wish to correct a statement I made during our February 10, 2009 interagency meeting on
this project. I indicated that Wiscasset at one time supported the N8c alignment. I may have
been recalling local efforts in the past that favored N8c as a compromise for the three affected
communities. The Town of Wiscasset has actually favored the N2 alignment variants since at
least 2005 (November 10, 2005 letter from town to Maine DOT).
This letter summarizes our preliminary position. As you are aware, we would not
typically make a final LEDPA determination until issuing a public notice on the project. We’ve
delayed issuing the notice, in light of the apparent disconnect between your preferred alternative
and the apparent LEDPA. We await your response to this letter and any recommendation for
how best to proceed.
If you have any questions on this matter, please contact me at 207-623-8367 at our
Manchester, Maine Project Office.
Sincerely,

Jay L. Clement
Jay L. Clement
Senior Project Manager
Maine Project Office
Copies Furnished:
Mark Hasselmann – FHWA
Mark Kern – US EPA
Tim Timmerman – US EPA
Wende Mahaney – USFWS
Marcy Scott – NMFS
Jeff Murphy - NMFS
Danielle Obrey – Maine DEP
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MIDCOAST BYPASS TASK FORCE

Report on Economic and Land Value Impacts of Bypasses
July 3, 2008

Background:
The Maine Department of Transportation (MaineDOT) and the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) have undertaken the Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study to evaluate transportation alternatives
to relieve traffic congestion and improve safety along U.S. Route 1 in and around Wiscasset and Edgecomb, Maine.
In October 2007 MaineDOT and FHWA completed the Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation (DEIS) and published the document for
public comments. During the comment period, Wiscasset Town Manager Arthur Faucher requested additional information about the financial impacts that a bypass would have on property tax revenues.

Response:
In order to respond to these questions, MaineDOT reviewed research conducted by other states and
independent researchers. Significant research has been done throughout the United States on the economic impacts of bypasses and also their impact on property values. While the findings vary from study
to study, it can be concluded that while in some instances there is a decrease and in others an increase in
tax revenues, generally there is no significant net change to property values and thus no significant net
change to property tax revenues. A listing of the applicable research documents is attached at the end of
this report, along with a summary of each study’s findings. Research was done on the economic impacts
of bypasses as well as on property values, since the economic health of a community can impact property values as well. Perhaps this research is best summed up by Leong and Weisbrod (Reference B.1.):

The wide range of highway bypass studies carried out around the country
provide a generally consistent story. They indicate that highway bypasses
are seldom either devastating or the savior of a community business district.
The locational shift in traffic can cause some existing businesses to turn over
or relocate, but net economic impacts on the broader community are usually
relatively small (positive or negative). Communities and business districts that
have a strong identity as a destination for visitors or for local shoppers (such
as Stillwater) are the ones that are most likely to be strengthened due to the
reduction in traffic delays through their centers. However, there is also a broad
perception that adequate signage to the bypassed business center is an important need (and concern) for ensuring its continued success.
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The following paragraphs provide further information for the question posed.
The DEIS identifies 25 to 33 residences and 12 to 15 businesses, depending on the specific bypass alternative that is ultimately chosen, that may be displaced by a bypass. The DEIS also identifies 15 to 35
residences and 10 to 22 business that will be induced to locate from out-of-town to within 1,000’ of the
access points of the bypass. This induced growth will therefore serve to neutralize or even supplement
any displacements that do not relocate within the town boundaries.
Research indicates the impacts of a bypass on property values cannot be calculated with certainty, since
property values fluctuate constantly based on a wide variety of factors, including the general national,
state and local economies. Proximity of a property to a newly constructed bypass is one factor that may
have an effect on the value of the property. However, it is not possible to quantify these potential affects
with any certainty. Some properties may be negatively affected, while others will benefit from the reduction in congestion that will be provided by the bypass.
Studies have shown that most if not all of displaced residences and business will relocate in the same
town, resulting in no significant net loss or gain in tax revenues (see attached reference summaries).
Implementation of a pro-active municipal land-use plan and zoning ordinances and the establishment
of growth areas can help to mitigate any potential negative impacts to the towns’ residences and businesses, tax revenues and unplanned growth. In accordance with 2008 changes to 30-A MRSA §4314
subparagraph 3 – Rate of Growth, Zoning and Impact Fee Ordinances, MaineDOT can assist the town’s
efforts to identify growth areas as part of its development of a municipal comprehensive land use plan
or a stand-alone transportation plan. In addition, MaineDOT can assist the town in the development of a
master plan within 1,000 feet of the approaches to a bypass, as funding permits.
REFERENCES & SUMMARIES
A. Property Value Studies
1. Impact of Highways on Property Values: Case Study of the Superstition Freeway Corridor, Arizona
Department of Transportation.
• Access benefits are transferred from highway users to non-users through changes in property 		
values.
• Freeway construction may have an adverse impact on some properties, but in the aggregate, 		
property values tend to increase with freeway development.
• Not all property values are affected by freeways in the same way. Proximity to the freeway
was observed to have a negative effect on the value of detached single-family homes in the US 		
60 corridor, but to have a positive effect on multifamily residential developments (e.g.,
condominiums) and most commercial properties.
• Given the beneficial effects of freeway development on the value of certain types on
properties, local governments may benefit from appropriate planning and zoning decisions in 		
the vicinity of a freeway corridor.
2. This study reviewed 9,359 sales records and interviews with owners of homes and businesses. In 		
each of five study
areas, hedonic pricing techniques, with all variables kept constant except those under examination,
produced a quality-adjusted price index. This index for the years during which a highway was
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opened was then compared with an index for a comparable area not affected by highway change. 		
Owner perceptions concerning highway impacts, gained from 383 interviews, were also analyzed.
• Each property sale was investigated to exclude any invalid transactions or sales where
extensive improvements might influence appreciation. Validity to the 95 percent confidence 		
level was the norm for hedonic regressions and related statistical computations.
• Improved access to residential areas provided by highway construction resulted in property ap		
preciation 15-17 percent greater than comparable properties that lacked such access advantage.
• Even where highest noise level readings occurred, accessibility-induced property appreciation 		
more than offset noise-induced depreciation. Highway noise had little effect on commercial,
industrial, or residential properties greater than 600 feet from the highway.
3. Property Values and Highway Expansions: An Investigation of Timing, Size, Location, and Use
Effects, by Cambridge Systematics, Inc. and the Department of Civil Engineering, at The University 		
of Texas, presented at the 81st Annual Meeting of the Transportation Research Board. Excerpts
from that study follow:
• The effects of transportation improvements on real estate markets have been well-studied but 		
are still not well understood. There have been numerous studies on the effects of transportation 		
improvements on real estate values. (See, e.g., Huang [1994] and TRB [1995] for summaries
of recent highway capitalization studies.) Most analyze the effects of highway expansions or 		
original construction on residential sale prices, with the goal of establishing the economic
impacts of highway construction.
• In his extensive literature review, Huang (1994) found that virtually every major land use study
came to the conclusion that transportation improvements positively affect the value of nearby 		
land. While the estimates of those effects ranged from almost nonexistent to over a 10 percent 		
increase in property values over the region-wide sale prices, it was difficult for Huang to
compare the model results due to differences in externalities across regions.
• In a study of median housing prices and monthly rents in the San Francisco Bay Area,
Kockelman (1997) showed a strong positive association between accessibility and land prices,
after controlling for a wide variety of other variables, including parcel size and square footage
of development. Evidently, homeowners and renters do value improvements to the
transportation network, whether their perception of the travel benefits is direct or indirect.
• Mikelbank’s work (2001) suggested that home prices rise in response to transportation
improvements that occur along shortest-path routes connecting individual homes to the
region’s CBD or to the local shopping center; in general, however, prices fell as a response 		
to nearby transportation-related construction. Mikelbank’s work relied on spatially correlated
hedonic models, and controlled for a series of minor and major transportation investments prior
to and during a 13-year period in two Ohio counties. This research differs from existing work 		
in that it examines commercial property responses to a major capacity expansion of a roadway 		
facility in Austin, Texas, by analyzing parcel-level real estate assessment data over an 18-year
period (1982-1999). The expansion of interest represented more than a doubling of corridor 		
capacity along with an elevation of the freeway mainlanes.
• According to classical economic theory, when a highway is initially built, large parcels of land 		
that previously had poor accessibility – or none at all – are suddenly underpriced. Often, the 		
market immediately responds: the area is quickly developed and the real estate market
establishes a new equilibrium based on the new transportation technology. The land-value
impacts that are experienced can be significant (Giuliano, 1989).
• According to the same theory, major improvements to existing transportation infrastructure 		
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should also have a strong, positive effect on nearby real estate values. However, the impacts
may be highly localized and of a much lesser degree than those caused by the original
construction (see Landis et al. [1995] and Tomasik [1987]).
Moreover, land values may fall elsewhere, due to changes in relative access (Mohring 1961) 		
and certain land uses may be negatively impacted by the noise, emissions, and vibrations that 		
close proximity to major roadways presents (e.g., Nelson, 1982).
Construction-associated impacts can also reduce values in the short term, while projects are 		
underway: Downs’s data (1992) suggested that values did not reach pre-construction levels 		
until approximately five years after roadway-project completion.
Freeway design is also important. Lewis et al.’s (1997) property-value models predicted that 		
depressed freeways contributed most to residential property values, while at-grade freeways
were most valued by commercial uses, and elevated freeways were least valued by both land 		
use types. The roadway of interest in this work began at grade and was converted to a set of
raised freeway lanes bordered by at-grade frontage roads.
In the context of this research, the real estate value analysis can be used to determine whether
a highway’s expansion has an effect on land values in anticipation of construction or
completion of a project. This chapter presents three models of the property-valuation impacts 		
of highway capacity expansion. The data includes assessments of land, improvement to the
land, and total property value for the years 1983 through 1999. All properties come from the 		
U.S. 183 corridor in northwest Austin, Texas.

B. Economic Impact Studies
1. Summary of Highway Bypass Studies, by Dennis Leong (Wisconsin Department of Transportation) 		
and Glen Weisbrod (Economic Development Research Group), December 2000. This paper
summarizes statewide studies of the economic development impact of highway bypasses on small 		
towns in Wisconsin, Kansas, Iowa, Texas and North Carolina.
• “In most communities, highway bypasses have little adverse impact on overall economic
activity. The economics of smaller communities (less that 2,000) population) have a greater 		
potential to be adversely impacted by a bypass.
• Over the long term, average traffic levels on the “old routes” in medium and large bypassed 		
communities are close to or higher than pre-bypass counts, indicating continued strong
economic activity in those communities and the opportunity for retail trade to flourish.
• Very little retail flight has occurred in bypassed communities, meaning that few businesses 		
have relocated or developed new operations in areas adjacent to the bypass route.
• Communities view their bypasses as beneficial overall, while at the same time communities 		
and individual businesses understand that the bypasses presented changes that must be
addressed proactively.
• Among the benefits of bypasses and associated accessibility improvements that were identified 		
by the communities are improved traffic flow, reduced congestion, reduction of truck traffic, 		
and opportunities for implementation of planned development.”
2. Methodology for Determining the Impact of Highway Bypasses in Oklahoma Final Report, by
Rogers & Marshment (Oklahoma Department of Transportation), January 2001. This document
presents a synopsis of previous studies.
• The results of this series of studies supports previous findings and the general conclusion that 		
bypass impacts on small communities are neither conclusive nor uniform across locations.
• The lesson from the rural development research is that the impact of a bypass must be taken as 		
just one of the many sources influencing economic performance in small communities.
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• Several studies suggest that the economic impacts vary depending on specific circumstances, 		
and transportation and land use management practices.
3. California Bypass Study: The Economic Impacts of Bypasses,Volume 1: Planning Reference, by 		
System Metrics Group, Inc. in association with Cambridge Systematics, Inc., Economic
Development Research Group, Inc., HLB Decision Economics, Inc., and Judd Associates from the 		
California Department of Transportation, May 2006 is a reference handbook for Caltrans planners 		
and engineers.
• In general, bypasses impact the local economy as a function of the type of traffic addressed. 		
Businesses in communities with heavy local traffic or with through traffic that does not stop
will not be impacted. Communities that provide services to pass-through traffic are more likely 		
to be impacted. Caltrans planners and engineers, local business leaders, and local governments 		
should consider several issues in planning and designing bypasses:
• What types of towns are impacted economically?
		
o Highway-oriented towns have a much harder time transitioning their economies after 		
		
bypasses are constructed than those that cater to local residents or offer tourist
		
attractions.
		
o Towns that serve as residential communities or as tourist destinations can benefit from 		
reduced traffic and improved safety as a result of highway bypasses. Local government
		
and the business community may need to engage in complementary efforts, such as 		
marketing, downtown redevelopment, additional parking, and sidewalk improvements,
		
to take advantage.
		
o Towns that serve regional markets by providing services, such as big box retail,
		
automobile dealers, department stores, or hospitals, may experience little or no
		
economic impacts. If a bypass provides better access to regional services, the local 		
		
economy may actually improve as the town expands its regional draw.
		
o Towns with other economic bases, such as government employment, mining,
		
agriculture, manufacture, etc. are not likely to be economically impacted by bypasses.
• Which businesses are impacted?
		
o Gas stations and quick service or fast food restaurants cater the most to pass-through 		
		
traffic. They are most likely to be impacted by the diversion of traffic due to bypasses.
		
o Other visitor-serving businesses, such as motels, art galleries, antique stores, and curio 		
shops, cater more to visitors attracted to the community as a destination rather than
		
those simply passing through. These types of businesses are less likely to be negatively
		
impacted by bypasses and may find that business improves if the downtown is turned 		
		
into a destination.
		
o Regionally serving businesses, such as large retail and department stores, may benefit 		
		
from improved access.
		
o Businesses that serve local residents, such as drug stores, banks, and grocery stores are 		
		
generally not impacted by bypasses.
4. Impacts of Highway Bypasses on Kansas Towns, by David Burress for the Kansas Department of
Transportation (October 1996) provides literature reviews, empirical findings, and policy analysis 		
related to some of the effects of building a highway bypass around a small town in Kansas.
• Long-term effects on counties and towns
In the long term, bypasses in Kansas typically have not had significant negative effects on the 		
local economy. In fact, many counties and towns have enjoyed some long-term benefits
from the construction of bypasses. The major part of this benefit consisted of an
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encouragement of basic industries due to the improved transportation system. Growth in basic 		
industry then had second-round effects on local retailing and services.
Short-term average effects on towns and firms
In the first two or three years during and after construction, Kansas bypasses typically have not
had negative effects on the bypassed town as a whole. Bypasses have had transitory negative
impacts on selected firms. The negatively-impacted firms tend to be concentrated in travelrelated businesses, including restaurants, bars, motels, and service stations. However, not all 		
travel-related firms in a bypassed town were negatively impacted in the short term.
Economic impact factors in policies for building bypasses
This report considered whether an objective method is available to take economic impacts into
account when deciding whether to build a particular bypass. The report suggests the following 		
policy considerations:
o While long-term effects may differ between bypasses, it is not feasible at present to 		
predict these differences in an objective manner. Since long-term effects are more
likely to be positive than negative, they can reasonably be ignored.
o For similar reasons, it is reasonable to ignore any short-term effects outside the retail 		
and travel-related sectors.
o In the case of retailing and travel-related services, policy-makers might want to take 		
short-term adjustment costs into account in the decision to build a bypass. However,
developing systematic policies for doing this would require additional research, which 		
is beyond the scope of this study.
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State of Maine
Department of Transportation
To:		

File			

Date: June 6, 2008

From:		

Ed Hanscom, Transportation Analysis

Subject:
Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study
		
Review of C2 and C3 Concepts Proposed in Comments on the DEIS
_____________________________________________________________________
During the comment period on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Wiscasset Route 1
Corridor Study (DEIS), two bypass alignment concepts were proposed that were somewhat different
from alternatives previously considered. These concepts, which have been named C2 and C3, have
been evaluated at a Stage I level of detail, as were the alternatives initially considered in the alternatives
screening process.
Figure 1

C2 and C3

C2 and C3 begin on Route 1 in Wiscasset near Birch Point Road and proceed on an easterly direction
over the Maine Eastern Railroad, through Pottle Cove, and into the Sheepscot River. C2 terminates
near the easterly end of the Davey Bridge in Edgecomb. C3 crosses the Sheepscot River south of Davis
Island, through Cod Cove to the Edgecomb mainland. Both C2 and C3 have been proposed as bridge
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crossings or as combination bridge/tunnel crossings of the Sheepscot River. Of the previous alternatives considered, C2 and C3 are most similar to the C1 alternative, which started at a similar location in
Wiscasset, followed the waterfront, and terminated near the westerly end of the Davey Bridge. Since the
comment period on the DEIS, C3 has also been proposed as a tunnel crossing of the Sheepscot River.
This version of C3 is most similar to the previously considered T4 alternative, which involved a tunnel
from Route 1 in Wiscasset to Route 1 on the easterly end of Davis Island.
Stage I Evaluation For the purposes of evaluating C2 and C3, a Stage I level screening comparison
was made between these recent proposals and C1, T4, and the alternatives considered in the DEIS. At
the Stage I level of the Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study, cost, traffic benefit, 4(f) issues, the human
environment, the natural environment, and special resources were considered. Table 1 shows the Stage I
comparison of these alternatives.
Table 1 Stage I Comparison of Alternatives
Alternative
Length
Cost
					
No-Build
$ 1M
C1
1.5
$ 75M
C2-bridge
1.8
$115M
C2-br/tunnel 1.8
$120M
C3-bridge
2.7
$133M
C3-br/tunnel 2.7
$168M
C3-tunnel
2.7
$299M
T4
1.7
$401M
N2/N8c
3.1
$ 79M
N2/N2h/N2f-1 3.9
$ 72M
N2/N2h/N2f-2 3.9
$ 73M
N2/N2h
4.7
$ 78M
N2/N2a/N2h 4.8
$ 68M

Traffic		
4(f)
Human
Natural
Benefit		
Env.		
Env.
No
X-hist
X-vil		
Yes
XX-hist		
XX-hab
Yes
X-hist		
XX-hab
Yes
X-hist		
XX-hab
Yes
X-hist		
XX-hab
Yes
X-hist		
XX-hab
Yes			
XX-hab
Yes				
Yes
X-hist
X-disp		
Yes
X-hist
X-disp		
Yes
X-hist
X-disp		
Yes
X-hist
X-disp		
Yes
X-hist
X-disp		

Special
Resources
X-nav
X-nav
XX-nav
XX-nav

Costs in millions of dollars.
No – fails to achieve traffic improvement objectives
Yes – achieves traffic improvement objectives
X – concern, XX – concern affecting feasibility
hist – historic resources, disp – residential and business displacements,
vil – village livability, hab – habitat for endangered species,
nav – river navigation, vis – visual impact
C1 and T4
Both C1 and T4 were dismissed earlier in the study process. C1, although it was competitive in cost to current alternatives, was dismissed because of its visual and physical impacts to Wiscasset’s historic waterfront and its impact to the river habitat. T4, a full-length tunnel alternative, had
minimal environmental concerns, but it was dismissed because of its very high cost to construct.
C2
The C2 alternative, whether it involves a moveable span or a tunnel to allow passage of boats
between the Sheepscot River and Wiscasset’s public landing, would have a cost about $40 million above
those of the current bypass alternatives. In addition to cost, areas of concern would include historic
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resource impacts, natural environmental impacts, and impacts to river navigation. The natural environmental impacts would result from disturbance of endangered species fish habitat by construction
of a movable span structure or an underwater cut and cover tunnel. The high cost to construct and the
relatively high impacts to the river habitat of endangered species are both sufficient reasons to warrant
dismissal of C2 from further consideration.
C3
The C2 alternative, in configurations similar to the two variations of C2 would have a cost about
$90 million above those of the current bypass alternatives. Like C2, C3 as a bridge or bridge/tunnel
combination raises concerns about impacts to historic resources, the natural environment, and river navigation. The portion of C3 between Westport Island and Davis Island would obstruct the main channel
of the Sheepscot River that connects Wiscasset to the Atlantic Ocean. More so than for C2, the higher
costs to construct C3 and the higher impacts to the river habitat and navigation are both sufficient reasons to warrant dismissal of the bridge and bridge/tunnel versions of C3 from further consideration.
The tunnel version of C3 is in some ways similar to T4. They have minimal impact to the human environment and 4(f) resources, but they have much higher costs to construct than the current bypass alternatives. The biggest difference between the two is that T4 was bored (twin) tunnel under the bottom of the
river while the tunnel version of C3 was assumed to be an immersed tube tunnel involving cutting (and
covering) a trench in the river bottom. (For information on the costs of tunnels by these two methods,
see the last page of this document.) For C3, the trench would be 100 feet or more in width and span
from one side of the river bottom to the other. This would create a larger disturbance to endangered
species habitat than any of the other alternatives. The very high cost of the tunnel version of C3 and the
impact to endangered species habitat are both sufficient reasons to warrant dismissal of this alternative
from further consideration.
Conclusion While C2 and C3 offered bypass concepts that differed in some ways from alternatives
that had been considered previously, the Stage I evaluation of these alternatives have shown that they
do not warrant further consideration at a greater level of detail. Although they have the ability to meet
traffic objectives, their high costs and relatively high impacts to a number of regulated resources render
them, overall, infeasible
.
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Immersed Tube Tunnel vs. Bored Tunnel
Two of the major techniques for tunneling under bodies of water are the immersed tube tunnel (ITT) and
the bored tunnel, which uses a tunnel boring machine (TBM). Tunnels, in general, are costly to build
and maintain, but they usually have less visual and physical impact to the surface environment than
facilities such as highways and bridges. The following table shows the estimated costs for proposed tunnels using the two construction techniques.
Location			
Tunnel 		
Length		
Cost		
Cost/		
				
Method
(miles)				
Mile
NewfoundlandLabrador, 2-lane		
ITT		
10.5
$4.8 B(2004)
$457 M
												
				
TBM		
10.5
$1.6 B
$152 M
Newcastle-Tyne
4-lane			
TT		
1.0
L139 M(1999) L139 M
			
TBM
1.0
L163 M
L163 M
Scotland-Forth
4-lane		
ITT
3.8
L2.1 B (2006)
L553 M
			
TBM
4.5
L2.2 B
L489 M

Comment
ITT difficult
conditions
TBM Preferred
ITT Preferred
1.4 miles of ITT

ITT – Immersed Tube Tunnel, TBM – Tunnel Boring Machine, L – British Pounds
From a survey of studies where ITT and TBM have been estimated, the two methods have similar unit
costs, which can vary widely depending on conditions. ITT may have an edge in short distances in shallow waters. TBM may have an edge as longer distances are considered. TBM is generally considered to
have less environmental impact because it does not involve disturbance of the bottom of the water body.
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April 24, 2008 Midcoast Bypass Task Force Meeting: Results

Downtown Village Traffic Management Comments & Initial MaineDOT Responses
NOTE: Items in green font indicate approaches that MaineDOT believes may warrant further evaluation and discussion.
DEIS Comments Received (Similar Comments Combined)
Pedestrian Control

1

Build pedestrian underpasses or overpasses on Main
Street.

2

Install pedestrian traffic signals so that people will cross
in groups.

3

Relocate and/or consolidate the crosswalks.

4

Provide a Post Office Summer Annex on Federal Street to
minimize pedestrian and traffic conflicts.

5

Reintroduce a crossing guard.

6

Depress Rte. 1 from Post Office to railroad and create parking /
pedestrain plaza above.

Parking Control
1

Restrict parking on Main St. to parallel on one or both
sides to create green strip in center.

Create extra parking off Route 1 in Wiscasset, with or
without shuttle service, and/or elimination of on-street
parking.
Have Wiscasset require a certain number of parking
3
spaces in order for a business to be permitted.
Through Traffic Control
2

MaineDOT Initial Response

(1) Previous test shows mininmal congestion reduction; expense of making
handicapped accessible may offset limited benefit (2) Need to assess historic
preservation concerns (overpass not acceptable).
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Task Force Feedback
Overall, concerns were expressed about the lack of significan benefit being possible
for any of the pedestrian-related solutions given other inherent problems. But it was
also stated that the earlier field testing was not left in place long enough for people
to adapt and change behavior. Of those items listed, it was suggested that a
potential design and related cost for an underpass be examined (bringing in Maine
Historic Preservation Commission). It was also suggested that a crossing guard who
was focused on keeping traffic moving as opposed to helping pedestrians cross
might be an effective, short-term interim solution. ACTION: MaineDOT will do a
preliminary design for MHPC review and to establish a cost-beneft analysis.
ACTION: Should the decision to use a crossing guard be impemented, the above
criteria will be adopted.

(1) Traffic signals could be somewhat effective in reducing vehicle-ped conflicts;
data shows minimal congestion reduction in previous test (2) Need to assess
historic preservation concerns.
One crosswalk was eliminated in 2001; discuss benefits.
(1) GSA approval required (2) Two locations would result in confusion as to which
location to go to(3) Increased left turns if one new location (4) No mail deliveries all locals go to Post Office
Crossing Guard was least effective at imroving traffic capacity; review data
(1) Technical issues (potential ledge with buildings nearby, sidestreet connections,
etc.) (2) Significant traffic disruption during construction (3) Historic preservation
concerns.

(1) Businesses unlikely to accept this approach as parking spaces would be lost;
need feedback.

Similar concerns about lack of effectiveness of these approaches. Wiscasset
indicated that there may be available land for extra parking off Route 1; unclear as
to whether merchants would be willing to give up any existing parking to potentially
improve traffic flow. ACTION: MaineDOT will have offline conversation with
Wiscasset officials to clarify.

(1) There are no known lots available in the Village area (2) Limited parking is
available at the Wiscasset Town Landing
This is a Local Zoning Ordinance issue; need feedback.

F.3

1

Through-traffic measures were judged the most effective category to reduce
congestion, and the group strongly recommended that those that are starred below
be implemented as soon as possible. Some Task Force members noted that some of
these measures will be controversial to regional businessowners and endorsed the
Install web cams or traffic counters at either end of the
(1) Technologically feasible (2) Traffic counters would not provide traffic queue
idea of a regional business group to help manage the implementation. It was also
congested area in Wiscasset – at NAPA and the junction of information (3) Establish a regional work group to identify businees issues and
noted that the costs may be higher than necessary in MaineDOT's Intital Response.
Rte. 27. This will allow people to change their travel plans other concerns (4) Estimated installation cost = $10,000/camera (no tie-in to VMS), ACTION: MaineDOT will suggest members for a small regional business group to
if necessary.
M&O costs $500/camera (5) Operations plan needed.
move items #1, #2, #3 and #5 forward (with special emphasis on #3) Number 6
was also discussed, with a lack of consenses as to whether it will affect congestion;
however changing the speed limit along this segment of Rte. 1 (with traffic
calming) will be part of the Gateway 1 regional discussion. Other comments on
specific items below.

2

Create a sensor-based traffic information system for
posting on 5-1-1, E5-1-1, information center kiosks, etc.
See following websites:
(www.gcmtravel.com/gcm/maps_chicago.jsp and www.georgianavigator.com/maps/georgia and www.511southflorida.com

(1) Technologically feasible (2) Establish a regional work group to identify business
issues and other concerns (3) Annual cost estimated at $1,000 per mile of covered
area.

3

Place variable message signs (VMS) along I-295 south of
Wiscasset, at Belfast and at Rockland to direct traffic to
Rtes. 3 and 17. The VMS should be activated when there is
more than a 5-minute wait in Wiscasset.

(1) Technologically feasible (2) Establish a regional work group to identify business
issues and concerns (e.g., message provided, etc.) (3) Initial cost estimated at
$50,000/VMS, annual operational cost estimated at $2,500 (4) Operations Plan
needed.

4

Eliminate all “Coastal Route 1” signs on Turnpike and I-295

Not considered feasible - unacceptable to Midcoast businesses.

5

Install alternate route signs at the Kittery Toll Booth, Exits
44 and 52 on the Turnpike and at Exit 28 on I-295. Signs
(1) Providing a brief meaningful message difficult (2) Static messages may be
should indicate “Camden, Rockland and Points East – Use ignored due to longer travel distances invloved (3) Establish a regional work group
Rte. 295 to Rtes. 3 and 17; Woolwich, Wiscasset, Boothbay to identify business issues and other concerns
and Damariscotta-Newcastle – Use Rte. 1”

6

Revise speed zones to provide smoother transition from higher
speeds, prominently post signs and enforce speed limits

(1) Speed Zones have been reviewed and reduced from 45 to 35 on the Wiscasset
side of Davey Bridge. (2) MaineDOT cannot enforce traffic laws (3) Transitioning
speed zones will not reduce congestion, as it cannot increase the number of
vehicles that can move through the Village.
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Downtown Village Traffic Management Comments & Initial MaineDOT Responses
NOTE: Items in green font indicate approaches that MaineDOT believes may warrant further evaluation and discussion.
DEIS Comments Received (Similar Comments Combined)

Page 2 of 2

MaineDOT Initial Response

Task Force Feedback

7

(1) MaineDOT works closely with transit companies and is working on passenger rail
Develop or improve intercity bus, passenger rail and other
expansion as part of their long-term plan (dependent on capital and ongoing
This is part of MaineDOT's long term plan and also a focus of Gateway 1
public transportation
operational funding). (2) Bus and rail services have been expanding.

8

Relocate businesses and / or the Post Office

Relocating businesses and / or Post Office is not considered feasible.

9

Install traffic signals to help traffic move more smoothly and to
help pedestrians crossing the road.

Traffic signals were tested and found to manage pedestrain crossing activity, but
will not address congestion. See pedestrian traffic signals under Pedestrian Control.

10

Interchanges at Rte. 27 and /or 218 to reduce traffic into
Town

Full and partial interchange options are being considered.
(1) Widening would require significant parking and other changes that would likely
be opposed by Wiscasset Village businesses. Need feedback. (2) Maine Historic
Preservation Commission (MHPC) has voiced strong opposition to changing the
character of the Historic Village area.
(1) This is not considered a viable option (2) MHPC has voiced strong opposition to
changing the character of the Historic Village.

11

Widen, elevate or depress Rte. 1

12

Construct a Bath-like viaduct

13

Improve High Crash Locations (Rte. 1 at Lee and Bradford
Sts., Rte. 1 at Gardiner Road, Rte. 1 from Railroad Street
to the Edgecomb Town Line, Rte. 1 at Eddy Road, Rte. 1 at
Boothbay Road).

(1) Reviews of all High Crash Locations (HCLs) along Rte. 1 within the Study Area
will be evaluated once a final decision is made on the bypass, as a bypass itself
would affect these. (2) A Benefit-to-Cost ratio will be assessed. (3) Boothbay Road
is addressed in all of the Alternatives under consideration.

14

Block off Federal St. on both ends (at Route 1) during the
summer.

This is not considered a viable option as it would severely restrict local traffic
movements.

15

Prohibit left turns onto Middle and Water Sts. for NB traffic
Most of this was done during the 2000-2001 field trials; discuss
and left turns onto Middle and Water St. for SB traffic.

16

Re-route trucks during the summer

Local Traffic Controls
1

2

3
4
5
6
7

Extend Washington St. to the waterfront with a connector to the
Davey Bridge – add rotary at junction of Rte. 27. Make traffic 1way northbound.

There are no practical existing alternatives to routing trucks away from Rte. 1 in
Wiscasset Village.

This is being done as part of Gateway 1

The discussion here was inconclusive. If left turns are prohibited, how will people
get to where they need to go? What would the impact be of the "alternate" routes
that would be substituted? This item was also subject to the same lack of
effectiveness concern as pedestrian crossing items. However, as congestion grows,
a closer examination of how to make this kind of change most effective should be
discussed with Wiscasset officials.

(1) This would push traffic through residential areas (2) There would still be
congestion at the waterfront with left-turning traffic NB onto Rte. 1. (3) MHPC has
voiced strong opposition to changing the character of the Historic Village.

Look at creating alternate route: Mountain Rd. to the
Bradford Rd., to Rumerill Road, to Willow Lane to Churchill
(1) This would result in pushing traffic through residential areas (2) These roads are
St. across Rte. 27 and down Hooper St., left onto Rte. 218
not built to the necessary design standards. (3) Task Force should provide feedback
north, right into Sheepscot and follow to Rte. 1 in
Newcastle.
(1) No known vacant lots available in Village; discuss (2) Requires municipal
Provide Park and Ride lots with carpools and vanpools and
support; discuss (3) Limited parking available at Wiscasset Town Landing (4)
eductate the public about ride sharing
MaineDOT has a rideshare education program.
Collaborate with businesses to provide carpool and
Requires municipal support; discuss
vanpool incentives, allow working from home when
possible
Create proposals for alternate plans to solve the problem
using the same amount of money - plans for $10, $20, $30 (1) MaineDOT is working with the affected communities to identify interim solutions
and $40 million.
In process; MaineDOT intends to implement pertinent recommendations that relate
Implement Rte. 1 Midcoast Study and Gateway-1
to the Purpose and Need of the Wiscasset Bypass Study and the broader needs of
recommendations.
the region.
Requires municipalities to incorporate appropriate zoning and other ordinances;
Incorporate Access Management.
discuss.

As a permanent solution this idea was vehemently opposed by Wiscasset and the
Task Force in general due to the reasons stated in the MaineDOT Initial Response
column.
There was a discussion of possible extra parking in the Village, however it was the
opinion of the Task Force that this item would not make any difference in
congestion. Also, see "Parking Control" comments on Page 1.
Same as No. 3 above.

Agreed in principle. Copies of the Rte. 27 study will be provovided to the Task
Force; Gateway 1 planning will overlay the bypass decision.
Regional Access Management will be discussed as part of the Gateway-1 effort.

December 9, 2008 Midcoast Bypass Task Force Meeting

Update to DEIS Downtown Village Traffic Management Comments & Responses -- FINAL
DEIS Comments Received (Similar Combined)

October 24 2008 MaineDOT Update

October 29 Midcoast Bypass Task Force Action

Pedestrian Control

1

Build pedestrian underpasses or overpasses on Main
Street.

2

Install pedestrian traffic signals so that people will
cross in groups.

3

Relocate and/or consolidate the crosswalks.

4

5

6

1. MaineDOT generated a pedestrian underpass concept plan
and submitted it to MHPC, who ruled it would adversely
impact the Village District. This, coupled with high cost,
construction issues with relocation of utilities and potential
damage to building foundations, and anticipated low use and
resulting minimal reduction in pedestrian conflicts, leads to
MaineDOT recommendation to drop this alternative.
2. MaineDOT suggests further discussion in reinstating a
crossing guard - see #5.

No further action; however Tom Eichlar (SVCA) intends to
follow up with FHWA regarding a "technical infeasibility
option" for waiving handicapped access.

MaineDOT prefers to consider a crossing guard in lieu of a
traffic signal so as to minimize traffic disruptions.

The Task Force agreed that a pilot program in summer of
2009 with a crossing guard who is trained to keep traffic
moving and manage pedestrian crossing

No further actions recommended.
MaineDOT spoke with Wiscasset Post Office personnel on 4/22
and 4/24. A 5/08 conversation was held with Christopher
Madden, Real Estate Specialist at the Facilities Service Office
Provide a Post Office Summer Annex on Federal
in Haverhill, MA (Tel.: 978-460-9082,
Street to minimize pedestrian and traffic conflicts.
christopher.j.madden@usps.gov)), who noted the post office
building was recently purchased, making relocation easier
than if it were leased, but that it would still be difficult to
achieve.
MaineDOT supports discussion of a pilot project that will
Reintroduce a crossing guard.
quantitatively test this approach to better managing
pedestrian crossing conflicts.
This concept would cause adverse impacts to the historic
Depress Rte. 1 from Post Office to railroad and create
village area.
parking / pedestrian plaza above.

Task Force agrees.
Task Force accepts this determination.

The Task Force agreed that a pilot program in summer of
2009 with a crossing guard who is trained to keep traffic
moving and manage pedestrian crossing
Task Force accepts this determination.

Parking Control

1

2

3

Off-street parking is being considered as part of the Wiscasset Task Force will get a report on the bicycle-pedestrian study
bicycle-pedestrian study that is currently underway. The
once it is completed.
Restrict parking on Main St. to parallel on one or both Maine Historic Preservation Commission (MHPC) would need
sides to create green strip in center.
to weigh in on this approach, as it could change the character
of Main Street.
Create extra parking off Route 1 in Wiscasset, with or Off-street parking is being considered as part of the Wiscasset Same as above.
without shuttle service, and/or elimination of onbicycle-pedestrian study that is currently underway.
street parking.
This is a local ordinance issue over which MaineDOT has no
Task Force accepts this determination.
Have Wiscasset require a certain number of parking
control
spaces in order for a business to be permitted.
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October 24 2008 MaineDOT Update

October 29 Midcoast Bypass Task Force Action

Through Traffic Control

1

2

3

4

Install web cams or traffic counters at either end of
the congested area in Wiscasset – at NAPA and the
junction of Rte. 27. This will allow people to change
their travel plans if necessary.

Create a sensor-based traffic information system for
posting on 5-1-1, E5-1-1, information center kiosks,
etc. See following websites:
(www.gcmtravel.com/gcm/maps_chicago.jsp and
www.georgia-navigator.com/maps/georgia and
www.511southflorida.com
Place variable message signs (VMS) along I-295 south
of Wiscasset, at Belfast and at Rockland to direct
traffic to Rtes. 3 and 17. The VMS should be activated
when there is more than a 5-minute wait in
Wiscasset.
Eliminate all “Coastal Route 1” signs on Turnpike and
I-295

5

Install alternate route signs at the Kittery Toll Booth,
Exits 44 and 52 on the Turnpike and at Exit 28 on I295. Signs should indicate “Camden, Rockland and
Points East – Use Rte. 295 to Rtes. 3 and 17;
Woolwich, Wiscasset, Boothbay and DamariscottaNewcastle – Use Rte. 1”

6

Revise speed zones to provide smoother transition
from higher speeds, prominently post signs and
enforce speed limits

7

Develop or improve intercity bus, passenger rail and
other public transportation

Web cameras will be installed in the vicinity of Birch Point
Task Force supports this program.
Road in Wiscasset and at the Route 27 intersection with Route
1 in Edgecomb by the spring of 2009. The web cams will be
linked to a Changeable Message Sign located on I-295 at the
Brunswick-Bath exit and to Maine's 5-1-1 web-based travel
advisory system..

As part of the web cam installations, traffic delays will be
issued through the 5-1-1 system.

Task Force supports this program.

The installation of Changeable Message Signs along I-295 are
part of MaineDOT's ITS Strategic Plan. Implementation is
expected to occur over the next several years. These were
tested briefly at the end of the summer of 2008 into the fall of
2008.
Area businesses would likely be opposed to directing traffic
away from them.
The Task Force could consider recommending that the
Gateway 1 Steering Committee assess the benefits of
installing a sign that informs travelers that Exit 113 to Rte. 3
is an alternate route to Belfast east.

Task Force supports this program.

Task Force did not support this suggestion.
Task Force voted to ask MaineDOT to work with communities
and businesses to discuss putting this signage change into
effect.

The current speed zone changes are considered to be smooth
by nationally-recognized standards, and it would be unsafe to
post lower speed limits on Route 1 coming down the large hill
in Edgecomb to Davey Bridge.

Task Force accepts this determination.

This is part of MaineDOT's long term plan and also a focus of
Gateway 1.

Task Force supports this concept.

December 9, 2008 Midcoast Bypass Task Force Meeting
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8

Relocate businesses and / or the Post Office

9

Install traffic signals to help traffic move more
smoothly and to help pedestrians crossing the road.

10

Interchanges at Rte. 27 and /or 218 to reduce traffic
into Town

11

Widen, elevate or depress Rte. 1

12

Construct a Bath-like viaduct

13

14

15

Improve High Crash Locations (Rte. 1 at Lee and
Bradford Sts., Rte. 1 at Gardiner Road, Rte. 1 from
Railroad Street to the Edgecomb Town Line, Rte. 1 at
Eddy Road, Rte. 1 at Boothbay Road).

October 24 2008 MaineDOT Update

October 29 Midcoast Bypass Task Force Action

See Item 4. regarding relocation of the Post Office. Relocation Task Force accepts this determination.
of businesses in general is not feasible as MaineDOT is not
empowered to acquire land or businesses for reasons that are
not certain to result in transportation improvements. There
are too many variables in the causes of Wiscasset to
congestion for this to be an acceptable action.

Installation of traffic signals could unnecessarily impede traffic After much discusstion, the Task Force agreed that
flow. MaineDOT prefers the trial reintroduction of a crossing
implementation of a crossing guard is a better idea.
guard to better manage pedestrian crossings while
maintaining uniform traffic flow.
Interchanges remain under consideration. Further discussion
will be held with the Midcoast Bypass Task Force.

To be discussed at December 9, 2008 Task Force meeting.

This concept would cause adverse impacts to the historic
village area.

Task Force accepts this determination.

This concept would cause adverse impacts to the historic
village area.

Task Force accepts this determination.

High crash locations have been reviewed. Possible
improvements to the Rte. 1-Rte. 27 intersection in Wiscasset
will be discussed with the Midcoast Bypass Task Force. The
Rte. 17-Rte.1 intersection in Edgecomb will be addressed by
either the No-Build alternative or the bypass.

After much discussion, it was agreed by the Task Force that
the roundabout analysis for the Wiscasset Rte. 1/27
intersection does not warrant implementation as the benefit to
Rte. 27 would not offset the negative impact on Rte. 1 traffic.
A Rte. 1 Southbound unsignalized right turn option was
suggested and MaineDOT agreed to model this and get back
to the Task Force with results. It is included as a candidate
project in the FY10-11 biennium, pending funding availability.

Block off Federal St. on both ends (at Route 1) during This is not considered a viable option as it would severely
the summer.
restrict local traffic movements on Federal St.
This approach has been tried and resulted in minimal
improvements. MaineDOT is willing to discuss this approach
further with the Midcoast Bypass Task Force and to conduct
Prohibit left turns onto Middle and Water Sts. for NB
traffic and left turns onto Middle and Water St. for SB another trial if deemed necessary by the Task Force.

Task Force accepts this determination.
The Task Force does not support further changes at this time.

traffic.

16

Re-route trucks during the summer

This approach is not considered feasible at this time. Alternate Re-routing trucks will be discussed at the December 9, 2008
truck routes along Rte. 218 are being considered due to their Task Force meeting.
impact on Federal St./Rte. 1 and will be discussed with the
Midcoast Bypass Task Force.
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STATE OF MAINE
Memorandum
				

Date: July 28, 2008

			

To: Earle Shettleworth, Jr., MHPC
From: Kurt E. Jergensen, Maine DOT/ENV
Subject: Section 106 request for concurrence
Project: Wiscasset, PIN 7991.00
Scope: Route 1 Corridor Study
________________________________________
This project has been previously reviewed by your office in accordance with the Maine Programmatic
Agreement (PA) and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. It was
determined, in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.4(d), that the project, as described, would result in an
adverse effect to historic properties, including the Wiscasset Historic District. Since that time, the Project Advisory Committee has requested that the feasibility and prudence of a pedestrian underpass along
Main Street be investigated, to address concerns of conflicts between pedestrian and vehicular traffic.
Enclosed is a plan sheet that details the location and overall design of that structure.
Acting on behalf of FHWA, MaineDOT has reviewed this proposed underpass in accordance with the PA
and Section 106, and has determined that it would result in an adverse effect to both the adjacent NReligible and –listed properties, as well as to the NR-listed Wiscasset Historic District as a whole. The
introduction of modern elements (retaining walls, jersey barriers with railings, etc.) into the district and
significant changes to the traditional surface pedestrian and access patterns (i.e, inability for pedestrians
to cross directly from one side of the road to the other along the surface; break in traditional connections
between buildings and roadway; etc) would negatively effect the integrity of the setting and feeling of
the district. The overall width and functionality of Main Street would also be negatively impacted.
In accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.4(d), MaineDOT has determined that the undertaking will result in
an adverse effect to historic architectural properties.
In accordance with the PA and 36 CFR Part 800, please reply with your concurrence or objection to this
determination within 30 days.
In the event that you concur with these Section 106 findings, it is the intent of the Maine DOT to submit
an individual Section 4(f) assessment to FHWA.
Please contact Dave Gardner at 592-2471 if you have any questions. Thank you.
cc:

PCR e-file
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State of Maine
Department of Transportation
To:		

file			

Date: October 29, 2008

From:		

Ed Hanscom, Transportation Analysis

Subject:
Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study
Potential Interim Treatments to the Intersection of
Route 1 and Route 27 in Wiscasset
_____________________________________________________________________
Existing Conditions
The intersection of Route 1 and Route 27 in Wiscasset is an unsignalized intersection within Wiscasset
Village. Route 27 serves as the minor approach of the 3-leg intersection and is controlled by a stop sign.
Although not signed as a two-lane approach, the Route 27 approach has enough width to allow two
passenger vehicles to stop side by side at the intersection. On the Route 1 approaches, paved shoulders
and an eastbound left turn lane allow adequate room for through traffic to get by vehicles stopped to turn
onto Route 27.
The intersection is rated as a High Crash Location, having nine crashes in a three-year period and a
Critical Rate Factor greater than 1.00. Most of the crashes involve vehicles entering the intersection
from Route 27.
During times of high traffic volumes on Route 1, drivers on the Route 27 approach have difficulty making left turns onto Route 1. Sometimes, the wait for an acceptable gap in traffic can last several minutes.
To avoid the delay, some drivers will turn right and then find a location on Route 1 to reverse their direction.
Alternatives
To address these conditions, MaineDOT evaluated two alternative treatments to the intersection. One
would be to install a traffic signal and make minor geometric improvements to provide turn lanes on
each approach. The other would be to construct a modern roundabout at the intersection, with yield sign
control and separate turn lanes on all approaches.
It should be noted that neither of these intersection treatments will address the Route 1 capacity issue in
Wiscasset Village. Highway capacity is constrained by the Wiscasset Village setting as a whole, and the
frequent summer backups on Route 1 are a result of a high Route 1 traffic volume trying to go through
the village.
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Evaluation
To evaluate the traffic impacts of these alternative treatments, a series of traffic simulations were conducted to measure the effect that these alternatives would have on vehicular delay for the southbound
left turn, the overall intersection, and the Route 1 corridor in the village. The impacts of these alternatives were compared to those of the existing intersection conditions to determine whether delays would
be reduced or increased. Existing intersection and the two treatment alternatives were simulated at
several different traffic levels, ranging from typical summer peak-hour conditions to a traffic level that is
50% of the summer peak-hour volume. The results of the evaluation are shown in the table below.

Delay (sec/veh)

Impact
Southbound
Left Turn
Overall
Intersection
Total Network

Alternative
Unsignalized
Signalized
Roundabout w/TL
Unsignalized
Signalized
Roundabout w/TL
Unsignalized
Signalized
Roundabout w/TL

50%
14.7
16.1
4.3
3.3
4.8
6.1
13.2
14.6
15.5

60%
22.2
18.8
5.0
4.2
5.7
6.9
17.1
19.7
18.3

Traffic Volume
70%
80%
40.0
62.9
22.7
27.8
5.2
5.5
5.2
6.6
7.1
8.6
9.7
12.3
25.6
36.7
28.5
43.0
30.2
53.3

90%
238.6
34.7
5.9
13.8
11.5
30.5
134.5
98.6
137.0

100%
798.7
59.8
6.3
52.9
73.4
105.6
271.8
324.8
319.6

Shortest delays, expressed in seconds per vehicle, are shown in bold print. For the southbound left turn
movement, the roundabout offers the least amount of delay, followed second by the traffic signal. For
the overall intersection, the existing unsignalized control resulted in the least delay at most traffic volume levels, mainly because the Route 1 traffic would not be forced to stop or yield to traffic from the
Route 27 approach. The traffic signal had the second lowest delay at most traffic volume levels, but
the lowest at one level. For the total (simulation) network, the results were very similar to those for the
overall intersection, with the unsignalized control having the least delay for most traffic volume levels.
Also evaluated was the impact that the intersection treatments would have on safety. Both treatments
would address the left-turn safety issue by making left turns easier. The roundabout would also reduce
the likelihood of vehicle crashes at right angles. The traffic signal would be expected to reduce the number of crashes by 25% while the roundabout would be expected to reduce crashes by 60%.
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Benefits and Costs
The benefits and costs of both intersection treatment alternatives were estimated, as shown in the following table.
Alternative
			
				
Traffic Signal		
Roundabout w/TL

Safety
Benefit
($/year)
$21,000
$51,000

Mobility
Benefit
($/year)
-$52,000
-$132,000

Combined
Construction
Benefit
Cost
($/year)		
($)
-$31,000
$250,000
-$81,000
$1,500,000

Both alternatives have measurable safety benefits. These benefits result from the reduction in the number of crashes at the intersection.
However, both alternatives have negative mobility benefits. Even though both alternatives reduce delays
for drivers entering the intersection from Route 27, these savings are offset by the added delay to the
much larger number of drivers on Route 1. In dollar terms, the negative mobility benefits are greater
than the safety benefits.
In terms of cost, the traffic signal alternative is the lower-cost treatment to the intersection. The roundabout alternative is several times the cost of the traffic signal.
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Roundabout Alternative

Signal Alternative
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FINAL REPORT

PILOT PROJECT TO ALERT TRAVELERS TO
Traffic Congestion along U.S. Route 1 in the Town of Wiscasset

Purpose of the Pilot Project
U.S. Route 1 in the Town of Wiscasset has experienced extended travel delays during summer months
for many years. While MaineDOT continues to work with the Town and other adjacent communities on
long-term solutions such as constructing a bypass, it is also considering low-cost short-term solutions
to reduce travel delays, including installation of a travel delay advisory system. In 2008, MaineDOT
assembled a team consisting of local and regional law enforcement and communications agencies to
conduct a trial pilot project to determine if such a system would be feasible and publicly acceptable.

Results, Conclusions and Recommendations
Under the pilot project, local law enforcement notified the Lincoln County Communications Center,
who in turn notified the MaineDOT Radio Room when northbound Route 1 traffic was backed up to
Birch Point Road, located about 1.0 mile south of Rte. 27 in Wiscasset. The Radio Room operator then
posted the following message to http://511.maine.gov site, the MaineDOT travel advisory web site, and
to an electronic changeable message sign (CMS) located on Interstate 295 near the Brunswick-Bath exit:
WISCASSET-TRAVEL-DELAY. Law enforcement officials again called the MaineDOT Radio Room
when northbound traffic congestion had eased back to Holbrook Pond, located about 0.5 miles south of
Route 27 in Wiscasset, at which point the Radio Room operator deactivated the postings. MaineDOT
issued kept its partners informed as the project developed and was implemented, issued a media release
upon project start-up and also established a web site to explain the pilot project and to accept comments.
Only one comment was received, relating to a long delay for southbound traffic in Edgecomb (not being
monitored under the pilot project). The delay was found to have been caused by a five-vehicle collision.
Over the course of the limited pilot project between August 28 and October 15, the system was activated
three times:
• August 28 – about 2 hours, due to paving operations at the intersection of Rte. 27 and Rte. 1
• August 39 – 3.15 hours
• September 16 – 1.67 hours
Based on the lack of complaints received, it is believed that businesses and the public in general support
MaineDOT’s approach to provide travel delay information. This type of system would also be useful for
emergency situations. MaineDOT believes that by providing consistently reliable real- or near real-time
information, travelers will be less likely to become frustrated with long waits, will delay their trip until
conditions improve, or will seek alternate routes on their own. MaineDOT will not post alternate routes
or redirect traffic to avoid congested areas however, as this is something best left to individual travelers
to determine.
Based on the results of this pilot project, MaineDOT has committed the resources needed to establish a
continuous and long-term traveler information system for the midcoast area regarding travel delays on
Route 1 in Wiscasset and Edgecomb. Installation of the monitoring devices has already begun and the
system is expected to be fully operational by the Spring of 2009. Details regarding the permanent system
are provided later in this report.
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History
MaineDOT, the Town of Wiscasset and other midcoast area communities have struggled for years to
determine if and where a bypass to U.S Route 1 would be constructed. In October of 2007, MaineDOT
issued the Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Section
4(f) Evaluation (DEIS). The DEIS culminated years of complaints and studies regarding congestion
along U.S. Route 1 in the midcoast area, particularly during the peak summer tourist season. The DEIS
recommended construction of a bypass and identified 5 potential alignments for further consideration,
but many people commenting to the DEIS asked for immediate approaches to address congestion via
travel demand management and traffic systems management (TDM/TSM). MaineDOT proposed in the
late 1990’s to install an electronic changeable message sign (CMS) to achieve this purpose. Businesses
from Brunswick to Camden expressed such strong concerns about the messages driving customers away
that the project was cancelled.

Approach
In 2008, MaineDOT began to address comments received on the DEIS. MaineDOT identified several
interim solutions that could potentially provide limited congestion relief. One of the proposals that was
developed was a pilot project whereby the occurrence of traffic delays could be provided to travelers,
thereby giving them “real-time” information so they could make decisions based on the information provided (e.g., delay taking the trip or stop along the way and then continue after traffic conditions improve,
seek alternate routes or perhaps alternative modes of travel). MaineDOT contacted and established three
working committees to develop and implement the pilot project:
• MaineDOT Internal Technical Working Group, charged with developing the pilot project
• Communications and Project Implementation Committee, consisting of
		
o MaineDOT
		
o Midcoast Bypass Task Force
		
o Wiscasset Town Manager
		
o Wiscasset Selectmen
		
o Wiscasset Transportation Committee
		
o Wiscasset Police Department
		
o Lincoln County Sheriff’s Office
		
o Lincoln County Communications Center
		
o Lincoln County Commissioners
• Area Chambers of Commerce Committee, to address potential business concerns:
		
o MaineDOT
		
o Damariscotta Region Chamber of Commerce
		
o Boothbay Harbor Region Chamber of Commerce
		
o Southern Midcoast Maine Chamber of Commerce
The MaineDOT Internal Technical Working Group helped to develop a technically feasible approach
including communications and operational protocols. The Communications and Project Implementation
Committee was essential in defining operational and communications criteria, including development
of a three-party Memorandum of Understanding defining the roles and responsibilities of each and the
communications protocol to be used. The Area Chambers of Commerce Committee helped to identify
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and address regional business concerns and communicated with their members to inform them of what
to expect and in particular to inform them that MaineDOT would not redirect traffic or otherwise make
travel decisions for the traveling public.

Next Steps
Based on the success of this limited-time pilot project, MaineDOT has committed the necessary funding
and personnel to develop a full-time permanent travel delay information system. Refer to the attached
map for locations of the installations described below.
Each of the two web camera installations will have the ability to monitor average vehicle speeds in one
direction and will also be equipped with two unidirectional cameras for remote viewing capabilities.
One web cam installation will be placed at the intersection of Birch Point Road and Rte. 1 in Wiscasset,
about one mile south of the intersection of Rte. 1 and Rte. 27 in Wiscasset to monitor Rte. 1 northbound
traffic speeds. The second web cam unit will be placed at the intersection of Rte. 27 and Rte. 1 in Edgecomb to monitor southbound Rte. 1 traffic speeds.
The two web camera installations will operate as follows:
1.
When a radar unit determines that the average vehicle speed is reduced to a pre-determined (and 		
adjustable) speed, the unit will call the MaineDOT Radio Room operator.
2.
The Radio Room operator will then view the area through the web cams to determine if the
reduction in speed is temporary (e.g., due to turning traffic) or is due to significant travel delays 		
caused by congestion, a serious collision or other significant event.
3.
If the delay is considered to be significant, the Radio Room operator will post the following
message to the http://511.maine.gov internet site.
4.
If the delay is for northbound Rte. 1 traffic, a message will be posted to the Changeable Message 		
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Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study
Traveler Information Systems – Phase II Proposal
May 06, 2009
Congestion relief for Midcoast Route 1 in the Wiscasset-Edgecomb area has been discussed for the last
several decades. More recently, MaineDOT undertook the Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study in 1999 to
determine how best to address traffic congestion in this area. As a result of this study, a Draft Environmental Impact Statement was prepared and released for public comments in October, 2007. The comments received included requests for MaineDOT to identify and implement ways to reduce congestion
by informing travelers of real-time traffic delays so they could (1) seek alternate modes of transportation, (2) seek alternate routes or (3) delay their travel through the area until peak traffic conditions ease.
MaineDOT determined that Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) should be developed and implemented to address these comments and elected to take a two-phased approach. The Phase I pilot project
would use human detection of significant traffic delays, while Phase II would provide an automated
notification process. Phase I of the Pilot Project was implemented in the late summer of 2008 and has
been completed. It was conducted as noted below. The Phase II approach follows that review.

Phase I: Manual Observations
•

•
•
•

•

MaineDOT met with and entered into a Memorandum of Understanding with representatives from 		
the Town of Wiscasset and Lincoln County law enforcement and emergency services. It was agreed
that law enforcement officials would contact the Lincoln County Communications
Center (LCCC) when Route 1 northbound traffic backed up from the Wiscasset Village area to Birch
Point Road, located about one mile south of Route 27, and again when the traffic back-up had
reduced to Holbrook Pond, located about 0.5 miles south of Route 27. Upon notification from the
LCCC, MaineDOT posted a message (WISCASSET-EXPECT-DELAYS) at a Variable Message
Sign (VMS) located at I-295 mile marker 25 located about 3 miles south of the Brunswick Route 1
northbound exit and also to its http://www.511maine.gov/ travel conditions internet web site. Upon 		
second notification from the LCCC, MaineDOT deactivated the messages.
MaineDOT also met or communicated with the Boothbay Harbor Region, Damariscotta Region and
Southern Midcoast Regional Chambers of Commerce to obtain their input and for them to inform 		
their members.
A news release explaining the system was issued, and a web page located at www.mainedot.gov was
established to explain the system and to receive comments.
The pilot project ran from August 28 through October 15, 2008. The system was activated three 		
times:
o August 28 – about 2 hours
o August 29 – 3.15 hours
o September 16 – 1.67 hours
Only one complaint was received during Phase I pilot project operations. It was later determined to 		
be a one-hour delay for Route 1 southbound traffic in Edgecomb due to a 5-vehicle collision. Note
that the system was not monitoring southbound traffic in Edgecomb.
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Phase II: Automated System
This phase of the Traveler Information System pilot project will provide real-time travel delay and emergency information to both northbound and southbound travelers of Route 1 in Wiscasset and Edgecomb.
Phase II consists of three interlinked systems (see attached maps):
1. Two radar speed detection installations with web cameras (to verify northbound and / or south		
bound travel delays), linked to the MaineDOT Radio Room.
2. One permanent vehicle counting and classification station with radar speed detection.
3. A safety project in Edgecomb to alert Route 1 southbound travelers of stopped traffic ahead.
Traveler Information System Phase II Action Plan & Map 2009 05 06.doc Page 2 of 6
Phase II Traveler Information System Details
1. Speed Detection Installations
		
• Route 1 Northbound Traveler Information System - Located about 1.0 mile south of 		
Route 27 in Wiscasset at the intersection of Birch Point Road and Route 1. The
		
installation is solar-powered and consists of a radar detector to monitor northbound 		
average vehicle speeds, two stationary web cameras (one camera in each direction of
		
travel to view traffic conditions and confirm travel delays), and a cell phone modem 		
		
connected to the MaineDOT Radio Room.
		
• Route 1 Southbound Traveler Information System - Located at the intersection of Route
		
27 and Route 1 in Edgecomb. The installation is solar-powered and consists of a
		
radar detector to monitor average southbound vehicle speeds, one stationary web
		
camera viewing southbound traffic to visually check travel conditions and confirm 		
		
travel delays, and a cell phone modem connected to the MaineDOT Radio Room.
2. Edgecomb Safety Project - A presence-detection camera installed along Route 1 southbound 		
in the vicinity of Cross Road, just north of the Route 27 intersection with Route 1. A cell
phone modem will contact the MaineDOT Radio Room when a vehicle stays in the camera 		
viewing “window” for more than 1.25 seconds, indicative of stopped traffic.
3. Permanent Counting Station – this installation is located on Route 1 in Wiscasset just north of 		
Wiscasset Ford and consists of traffic sensors for both travel directions that record vehicle
classification (e.g., car, truck by class, etc.) by adjustable speed ranges.
Phase II Traveler Information System Operations
• Speed Detection Installations calculate average vehicle speed every 15 minutes
		
o US 1 Northbound, Wiscasset
			
− Activate System if speed trend is dropping and average speed goes below 25 		
			
MPH
			
− Deactivate System if speed trend is increasing and average speed goes over 20 		
			
MPH (After 5:30 PM Deactivate System if speed trend is increasing and
			
average speed goes over 15 MPH)
		
o US Southbound, Edgecomb
			
− Activate System if speed trend is dropping and average speed goes below 35 		
			
MPH
			
− Deactivate System if speed trend is increasing and average speed goes over 30 		
		
MPH (After 5:30 PM Deactivate System if speed trend is increasing and
			
average speed goes over 15 MPH)
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• Upon reaching pre-determined average vehicle speeds, each Speed Detection Installation
modem will call the MaineDOT Radio Room. The LCCC could also be informed through RSS 		
Feed if they so desire.
• Radio Room staff will log all calls received and will view the web cams and / or communicate 		
with LCCC to confirm that a significant delay is occurring.
• Upon confirmation of a significant travel delay, Radio Room staff will:
		
o If the Route 1 Northbound System is activated
			
− Post a notice to http://www.511maine.gov/ for Route 1 Northbound in Wiscasset
			
− Activate the VMS located at I-295 NB mile point 18.33, immediately south of 		
			
the Desert Road Exit in Freeport to read: ROUTE 1 WISCASSET / EXPECT
			
DELAYS.
		
o If the Route 1 Southbound System is activated
			
− Post a notice to http://www.511maine.gov/ for Route 1 Southbound in
			
Edgecomb
			
− Activate the VMS located on Route 1 SB in Edgecomb located south of Cross 		
			
Road to read SLOW TRAFFIC AHEAD.
			
− If the Edgecomb Safety Project modem is activated, the Route 1 Southbound 		
			
System VMS and http://www.511maine.gov/ messages will be revised to read
			
STOPPED TRAFFIC AHEAD
• The Radio Room will receive another modem alert when average vehicle speeds increase as 		
described above, at which time the VMS and 5-1-1 postings will be de-activated.
• The web cameras use a lot of power and are solar-powered, so they will be off at night, but they
will activate when the system activation speeds are triggered.
Traveler Information System Phase II Action Plan & Map 2009 05 06.doc Page 3 of 6
Project web pages will be established at the www.mainedot.gov web site and will include:
• Web cam photos, posted and updated every 5 to 10 minutes
• Statement of project purpose and brief history
• How the system operates
• Frequently Asked Questions
• Comments section
The system will be operational from Memorial Day through October 15, 2009. A final report will be issued by the December, 2009.
Attachments:
Map 1: Area Map
Map 2: Route 1 Real-Time Travel Delay Information Sensor Locations
Photo 1: Web Cam Image – Route 1 at Birch Point Road, Wiscasset, Looking West (South)
Traveler Information System Phase II Action Plan & Map 2009 05 06.doc Page 4 of 6
Traveler Information System Phase II Action Plan & Map 2009 05 06.doc Page 5 of 6
Traveler Information System Phase II Action Plan & Map 2009 05 06.doc Page 6 of 6
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Appendix E
Original Comparison and Scoring of Bypass Alternatives
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Maine Department of
Transportation

Memorandum

Bureau of Planning
16 State House Station
35 Child Street
Augusta, ME 04333-0016

Phone: (207) 624-3300
Fax: (207) 624-3301
e-mail: kat.fuller@maine.gov

To:
From:

Midcoast Bypass Task Force
Kat Fuller, Bureau Chief
Bureau of Transportation Systems Planning
Date:
July 24, 2008
Subject: Analysis of Revised Bypass Alternatives

Purpose
MaineDOT has further evaluated the remaining Wiscasset Bypass Alternatives (N2/N8c, N2/N2h/N2f-1
and N2/N2a/N2h) due to the recent ruling that the Pine Crest Motor Court located in Edgecomb is eligible
for National Historic status. This finding requires the alignments to avoid the Motor Court. MaineDOT
has therefore generated two new options for Alternative N2/N2a/N2h and revised N2/N2h/N2f-1 and also
N2/N8c. Additionally, MaineDOT has conducted detailed field reviews of wetlands, vernal pools and
streams. The new information has been processed in a matrix similar to the one presented at the June 10,
2008, wherein the evaluation criteria are broken out into Natural Environment, Human Environment and
Transportation and Cost categories. Each of the criteria is then ranked as follows:
• Green color – minor negative impacts (or most favorable benefits)
• Yellow color – moderate negative impacts (of moderately favorable benefits)
• Orange color – significant or comparatively worst negative impacts of all bypass alternatives (or
least favorable benefits)
As in the earlier matrix, overall category rankings are generated as follows:
• Sum of green-colored cells (each instance has a value of 1 point)
• Sum of green- plus yellow-colored cells (each with a value of 1 point)
• Sum of green- plus yellow- minus orange-colored cells (each with a value of 1 point)
• Sum of green- plus yellow, minus orange-colored cells, (green and orange have a value of 1 point
and yellow has a value of ½ point
• Sum of all of the above
• Assigning a rank of 1 through 5 for each category total, with the lowest score being the best, and
adding the sum of each category.
As can be seen in the accompanying revised alignment maps and matrix, both options identified for the
N2/N2a/N2h alignment yield the most favorable overall ranking. These two alignments offer the most
favorable rankings in 2 of the 3 categories, with the exception of the Natural Environment, where N8c and
N2/N2h/N2f-1 rank higher.
N8c is not acceptable to both Towns of Wiscasset and Edgecomb, and N2/N2h/N2f-1 receives the lowest
overall rating of all of the remaining alternative alignments. Further, the Task Force has previously stated
they would not oppose N2/N2a/N2h, as this alternative can be supported by both Towns of Wiscasset and
Edgecomb. Finally, impacts to wetlands are lower with Alternative N2/N2a/N2h – Option 1 than they are
for Option 2 and community acceptance also favors Option 1
For the above-noted reasons, MaineDOT recommends that Alternative N2/N2a/N2h – Option 1 should be
designated as the preferred alignment.
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July 24, 2008 Comparison of Midcoast Bypass Alternatives
Alternative N2/N8c
with Flyover

Alternative
N2/N2h/N2f-1
(7/24 08 Revision)

Alternative
N2/N2a/N2h
Option 1

Alternative
N2/N2a/N2h
Option 2

Purpose and Need - Long Term
Improve public safety

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Enhance mobility (relieve congestion)

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Provide net improvement to the environment in Wiscasset

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No Vessel Restrictions

No Vessel Restrictions

No Vessel Restrictions

No Vessel Restrictions

Minimal

Minimal

Minimal

Minimal

Essential Fisheries Habitat

Minimal

Minimal

Minimal

Minimal

Coastal Resource Impact (Acres) NRPA & Coastal Zone
Management

0.2

0.5

0.4

0.4

Natural Environment
Regulatory Considerations
Navigable Waterways1
Marine Waters
Eelgrass
1

2

Shellfish Habitat (Acres)

0.1

0

0

0

Worm Habitat (Acres)1

0.1

0.2

0

0

Fresh Water
Number of Freshwater Fisheries Crossings

1

1

1

1

Freshwater Wetlands (Acres)

2.59 (0.11 Jug Handle)

4.24

3.54

4.2

Number of Stream and River Crossings

4

4

43

43

Length of Streams Within Bypass Earthwork Area (Linear
Feet)

458

932

850

987

Bypass Length Within 500 Linear Feet of Streams

8,429

5,949

9,124

10,269

Number Impacted

5

6

6

6

Significant vernal pool(s)

2

2

2

2

Bypass Area within 250 feet of Vernal Pool(s) (Acres)

5.74

6.4

7.11

7.11

Assessment of Impacts to Dispersal Habitat within 250 Feet of
Vernal Pools4

Moderate

Moderate

None

None

Vernal Pools

Bypass Area within 750 feet of Vernal Pool(s) (Acres)

19.14

25.91

26.99

27.18

Assessment of Impacts to Dispersal Habitat within 750 Feet of
Vernal Pools4

Moderate

Moderate

Severe

Severe

0

0

0

0

Tidal Waterfowl and Wading Bird Habitat (Acres)

0.1

0.3

0

0

Floodplain Impacts (Acres)

0.2

2.3

0.9

0.9

Up to 0.2 Acres

Up to 0.1 Acres

Up to 0.1 Acres

Timing of construction will
reduce impacts

Timing of construction will
reduce impacts

Timing of construction will
reduce impacts

Essential Habitat (Eagle Nests)

Sheepscot River Crossing Pier Impacts to Threatened and
Up to 0.4 Acres
Endangered Species (Section 7) -- Impacts to Feeding
Areas of Shortnose Sturgeon & to Migratory Pathways of
Timing of construction will
Atlantic Salmon (Acres)
reduce impacts
Impervious Area (Acres)

24.9

28.9

30.7

31.5

Forest Impacts (Acres)

8.6

10.8

15.8

15.8

Grassland Impacts (Acres)

5.6

2.5

8.4

8.4

4 Blocks Affected: 2 Blocks
with minor reductions, 1
Block reduced to 100 Acres
and 1 Block reduced by
10%

5 Blocks Affected: 3 Blocks
with minor reductions, 1
Block reduced to 100 Acres
and 1 Block reduced by
10%

6 Blocks Affected: 3 Blocks
with minor reductions, 1
Block reduced to 100
Acres, 1 Block reduced by
15% and 1 Block reduced
by 10%

6 Blocks Affected: 3 Blocks
with minor reductions, 1
Block reduced to 100
Acres, 1 Block reduced by
15% and 1 Block reduced
by 10%

No Impact

No Impact

Other Considerations

Unfragmented Habitat - Undeveloped Block Reductions

Beginning With Habitat Lower Sheepscot River Focus
Area of Statewide Ecological Significance
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Bisects a portion of the
Bisects a portion of the
south end of the focus area south end of the focus area

July 24, 2008 Comparison of Midcoast Bypass Alternatives (continued)
Alternative N2/N8c
with Flyover

Alternative
N2/N2h/N2f-1
(7/24 08 Revision)

Alternative
N2/N2a/N2h
Option 1

Alternative
N2/N2a/N2h
Option 2

19

12

13

13

5

12

8

7

3

3

6

7

Green (G)

19

12

13

13

Green Plus Yellow (G + Y)

24

24

21

20

Green Plus yellow Minus Orange (G + Y - O)

21

21

15

13

Score (G + Y/2 - O)

18.5

15

11

9.5

Totals (G, G + Y, G + Y - O, G + Y/2 - O)

82.5

72

60

55.5

Raw Subtotals (Natural Environment)
Green
Yellow
Orange

Human Environment
Regulatory Considerations
Potential for Induced Development within 1,000 Feet of Bypass Alternative Interchanges or Intersection Areas
Number of Residences

N.A.

N.A.

N.A.

N.A.

Number of Businesses

N.A.

N.A.

N.A.

N.A.

Use of Properties Afforded Protection Under Section 4(f) Impacts after Mitigation

3

3

3

3

Architectural

3

4

4

4

Archeological

2

5

1

1

Encroach

Bayview Heights,
Wiscasset Village

Bayview Heights,
Wiscasset Village,
Englebrekt Road

Bayview Heights,
Wiscasset Village,
Englebrekt Road

Bayview Heights,
Wiscasset Village,
Englebrekt Road

Bisect

0

0

Clarks' Point Subdivision

Clarks' Point Subdivision

Impacts to Historic Village
Visual Impact Concerns

Impacts to Englebrekt
Road

Less Community Concern

Community Concerns
about Left Turns from
Route 1 and Character of
Cochran Road

Adverse Effects to Properties Afforded Protection Under Section 106

Other Considerations
Neighborhoods

Community preferences
Impact to "Growth Areas"

Davis Island

N.A.

N.A.

N.A.

Number of Residential Displacements

25

30

26

26

Number of Commercial Displacements

13

14

13

11

88% / 27,500

71% / 22,000

61% / 18,900

66% / 20,500

Major

Minor

Minimal

Minimal

Viewshed Impact from RR at Main St. Wiscasset Village

65

5

0

0

Viewshed Impact from end of Davey Bridge, Edgecomb

132

7

2

2

Viewshed Impact from East End of Cod Cove Bridge,
Edgecomb

26

6

0

0

Viewshed Impact from RR Drawbridge at Clark Point,
Wiscasset

55

93

70

70

Nox (Kg/Day)

TBD in FEIS

TBD in FEIS

TBD in FEIS

TBD in FEIS

VOC (Kg/Day)

TBD in FEIS

TBD in FEIS

TBD in FEIS

TBD in FEIS

Year 2030 Reduction in Downtown Village
SADT (%) / Amount of Downtown Traffic Diverted
7

Visual Impacts

Gateway-1 Distinctive or Noteworthy Views

Total Emissions

FHWA TNM Modeled Noise Levels - Hourly Equivalent Noise Levels (dBA)
No.of Propeties At or Exceeding 66 dBA

TBD in FEIS

TBD in FEIS

TBD in FEIS

TBD in FEIS

No. of Properties Exceeding Current Levels by 15 dBA or More

TBD in FEIS

TBD in FEIS

TBD in FEIS

TBD in FEIS
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July 24, 2008 Comparison of Midcoast Bypass Alternatives (continued)
Alternative N2/N8c
with Flyover

Alternative
N2/N2h/N2f-1
(7/24 08 Revision)

Alternative
N2/N2a/N2h
Option 1

Alternative
N2/N2a/N2h
Option 2

5

5

7

6

6

7

8

9

4

3

0

0

Green (G)

5

5

7

6

Green Plus Yellow (G + Y)

11

12

15

15

Green Plus yellow Minus Orange (G + Y - O)

7

9

15

15

Score (G + Y/2 - O)

4

5.5

11

10.5

Totals (G, G + Y, G + Y - O, G + Y/2 - O)

27

31.5

48

46.5

-9

-12

-10

-12

VMT (Net change in year 2030)

9,700,000

10,900,000

10,300,000

10,700,000

VHT (Net change in year 2030)

-1,130,000

-1,080,000

-1,050,000

-1,060,000

Estimated Capital Cost (2006 Dollars)

$82,250,000

$78,950,000

$73,700,000

$71,600,000

Life Cycle Cost, Based on 100 Year Facilities Life

$136,011,580

$123,883,523

$113,968,165

$112,084,233

2.46

2.43

2.51

2.60

Raw Subtotals (Human Environment)
Green
Yellow
Orange

Transportation & Costs
Regulatory Considerations - None
Other Considerations
Traffic Safety and Mobility
Annual Crashes (Net change in year 2030)

8

Benefit-to-Cost Ratio (Life Cycle)

Mitigation (Costs included in Estimated Capital Costs, Life Cycle Cost and Benefit-to-Cost Ratios above)
Wetlands Mitigation Costs

$1,350,000

$1,450,000

$2,050,000

$2,050,000

Wildlife Mitigation Costs

$1,400,000

$1,800,000

$1,700,000

$1,700,000

Historic Mitigation Costs

$95,000

$230,000

$60,000

$60,000

32 to 40

18 to 24

6

6

154,000

696,000

302,000

197,000

Improved mobility through
the removal of throughtraffic from existing Route 1
to a controlled-access
facility

Improved mobility through
the removal of throughtraffic from existing Route 1
to a controlled-access
facility

Improved mobility through
the removal of throughtraffic from existing Route 1
to a controlled-access
facility

Improved mobility through
the removal of throughtraffic from existing Route 1
to a controlled-access
facility

5

4

6

9

4

5

5

2

3

3

1

1

Green (G)

5

4

6

9

Green Plus Yellow (G + Y)

9

9

11

11

Green Plus yellow Minus Orange (G + Y - O)

6

6

10

10

Constructability
Cofferdam Bridge Pier Construction Time (Weeks)
Excess Earthwork (Cubic Yards)

Operations:

Raw Subtotals (Transportation & Costs)
Green
Yellow
Orange

Score (G + Y/2 - O)

4

4

8

8

Totals (G, G + Y, G + Y - O, G + Y/2 - O)

24

23

35

38
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July 24, 2008 Comparison of Midcoast Bypass Alternatives (continued)
Alternative N2/N8c
with Flyover

Alternative
N2/N2h/N2f-1
(7/24 08 Revision)

Alternative
N2/N2a/N2h
Option 1

Alternative
N2/N2a/N2h
Option 2

29

21

26

28

15

24

21

18

10

9

7

8

Green (G)

29

21

26

28

Green Plus Yellow (G + Y)

44

45

47

46

Green Plus yellow Minus Orange (G + Y - O)

34

36

40

38

Score (G + Y/2 - O)

26.5

24

29.5

29

Totals (G, G + Y, G + Y - O, G + Y/2 - O)

133.5

126

142.5

141

Raw Totals (Overall)
Green
Yellow
Orange

1

Requires Coast Guard and Army Corps of Enginers permits

2

Included in Coastal Resources

3

Stream at West Alna Road redefined in 2008 based on visual observation

4

Vernal Pool numbers and areas based on pool quality

5

Salamander eggs found at a new site in 2008 (not a vernal pool, however)

6

Per EPA Advisory

7

Per FHWA Guidance. Viewshed Impacts is the poroduct of the horizontal and vertical angles of impacted views.

8

Costs updated from DEIS to include new Clarks Point R-O-W and Historic Mitigation Costs
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Introduction
The process of estimating the traffic impacts of bypass alternatives involves the use of travel demand
forecasting tools to measure the differences in those impacts, and although the tools have limitations,
they provide valuable information that other tools cannot provide. The process begins with the definition of the study area and the traffic network to be modeled within that study area. The Wiscasset Route
1 Corridor Study area is defined in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) exhibit 1.4. The
modeled network includes Route 1, Route 27, and Route 218 within that area. The bypass routes are
also part of the model. The physical and operational characteristics of the existing route and the bypass routes are defined by existing inventory data and by the design criteria for proposed bypass locations. Some of the important characteristics include mileage, posted speed, access control, and number
of lanes. Also important is information about the traffic in the study area: traffic volumes, time-of-day
variations in traffic, seasonal variations in traffic, and origin-destination information about the traffic. In
the Wiscasset area, origin-destination data was developed by updating information from comprehensive
roadside interview surveys conducted in the early 1990s on Route 1 in Wiscasset and Edgecomb.
The next steps are determining the method used to estimate traffic diversion (the traffic assignment
model), converting the diversion results into performance measurements, and summarizing the performance impacts. This report describes the process for completing these next steps.
Note: This document was created to help explain the traffic analysis process in response to questions or
comments arising from the publication of the DEIS. Inserted in several points in the memorandum are
notes in italics to discuss issues raised in the comments on the traffic analysis.

Traffic Diversion
The following outlines the method for estimating traffic volume diversion potential of the Wiscasset area
bypass alternatives. The purpose of using this method was to develop more detailed information on traffic diversions and mobility benefits than had been developed to date. The method involves an “equilibrium traffic assignment”, a standard traffic assignment technique based on the competitive travel times
of two routes: the existing route by way of the Davey Bridge and a bypass route. The main assumption
is that travelers will choose the route that offers the shortest travel time between their trip origin and
destination. It also follows the principle that the travel time of a route will increase as the number of
travelers on that route increases. This increase in travel time has a dampening effect on the decision of
additional travelers to use that route, making the alternative route more attractive. In the end, the volumes of traffic on the two competing routes result in a balance, or equilibrium, where the two competing
routes have equal travel times. Below are the steps used to estimate traffic diversion.
Note: While not all real-life travelers will have knowledge about which route offers the best travel time,
travelers who are familiar with the route choices can make decisions based on their experience. It is
these frequent travelers concerned about travel time who make the route choices that result in equilibrium conditions.
1.
Establish estimated free-flow (low volume) travel times for the existing Route 1 and for
each bypass alternative, using common endpoints. For the existing route, posted speeds were used to
calculate free-flow travel time. For new bypass alignments, 50 mph was the assumed posted speed (except for 0.5 miles of N8c, which was assumed to be 40 mph). The common endpoints were the starting
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point for the bypass alternatives in Wiscasset (near NAPA) to the ending point for the N2h alignment in
Edgecomb. Along existing Route 1, the distance between the endpoints is approximately 3.1 miles and
posted speeds on various segments range from 25 to 50 mph.
2.
Estimate travel times for existing Route 1 and each bypass alternative under a range of
traffic volumes up to the capacity of the roadway (volume/capacity, or v/c ratio =1). MaineDOT speed
adjustment factors, derived from FHWA speed-volume tables and adopted by MaineDOT for planning
and analysis purposes, were used to estimate travel speeds for existing Route 1 within the village, for
existing Route 1 outside of the village (but within the common endpoints), and for the bypass roadway.
The speed adjustment factors, shown in Table 1, are used by MaineDOT to estimate the effect of traffic volume on speed for the highway system statewide. In the table, speed adjustment is dependent on
rural/urban setting, level of access control, and capacity utilization based on a ratio of ADT (average
daily traffic) to hourly capacity (in vehicles per hour). A different set of speed adjustment factors is
used for each rural level of access control: “High” for a controlled-access bypass, “Intermediate” for
uncontrolled-access (such as on Route 1 in Wiscasset Village), and “High-Intermediate” for areas with
partial access control (such as Route 1 between Wiscasset Village and Route 27 in Edgecomb). Speeds
on highways with high levels of access control are less sensitive to increasing volumes than highways
with no access control.
Table 1. MaineDOT Speed Adjustment Factors
Area Type Access
(State)
Control
Urban
Full
Partial
None
Rural
Full
Partial
None

AADT/C Ratio
0
1
1.000
0.992
1.000
0.943
1.000
0.893
1.000
0.992
1.000
0.967
1.000
0.943

2
0.984
0.896
0.807
0.984
0.940
0.896

3
0.975
0.856
0.736
0.975
0.915
0.856

4
0.965
0.821
0.676
0.965
0.893
0.821

5
0.955
0.790
0.626
0.955
0.872
0.790

6
0.943
0.763
0.582
0.943
0.853
0.763

7
0.926
0.735
0.544
0.926
0.830
0.735

8
0.890
0.700
0.511
0.890
0.795
0.700

9
0.815
0.648
0.482
0.815
0.732
0.648

10
0.702
0.579
0.455
0.702
0.640
0.579

11
0.583
0.480
0.378
0.583
0.531
0.480

12
0.483
0.394
0.306
0.483
0.439
0.394

13
0.405
0.348
0.292
0.405
0.377
0.348

14
0.346
0.318
0.291
0.346
0.332
0.318

15
0.297
0.274
0.251
0.297
0.285
0.274

16
0.269
0.247
0.225
0.269
0.258
0.247

24
0.225
0.225
0.225
0.225
0.225
0.225

Speed-Flow
Curve
High
Intermediate
Low
High
High-Interm.
Intermediate

Speed adjustment factors for the existing route and the bypass routes can be depicted graphically as
speed-volume curves as in Figure 1. In Figure 2, similar curves are presented using an hourly-based
volume/capacity ratio.
Figure 1 Speed-Volume Curves for Bypass and Village Routes (based on ADT/C)
Speed-Volume Curves
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Figure 2 Speed-Volume Curves for Bypass and Village Routes (based on V/C)
Speed-Volume Curves
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Tables 2 and 3 show the speed-volume data translated into travel time for each alternative, recognizing
that each bypass alternative is unique in terms of length and speed characteristics. As the tables show,
higher volumes result in lower speeds and longer travel times. The relationship between hourly volume
and travel time for each route is depicted graphically in Figure 3.
Tables 2 and 3 Volume, Speed, and Travel Time Characteristics of Existing Route 1 and the Bypass Routes
Davey Br
village: Old Bath Rd to Eddy Rd
volume
v/c ratio
speed adj speed
travel time
(veh/hour)
(interm.)
(mph)
(minutes)
0
0.000
1.000
33
2.80
238
0.125
0.920
30
3.04
475
0.250
0.856
28
3.27
713
0.375
0.806
27
3.47
950
0.500
0.763
25
3.67
1188
0.625
0.718
24
3.90
1425
0.750
0.648
21
4.32
1663
0.875
0.530
17
5.28
1900
1.000
0.394
13
7.11
village distance is 1.5 miles
Bypass
volume
v/c ratio
speed adj speed
(veh/hour)
(high)
(mph)
0
0.000
1.000
400
0.125
0.988
800
0.250
0.975
1200
0.375
0.960
1600
0.500
0.943
2000
0.625
0.908
2400
0.750
0.815
2800
0.875
0.642
3200
1.000
0.483

50
49
49
48
47
45
41
32
24

outer: Eddy Rd to Atlantic Hwy
combined
speed adj speed
travel time travel time
(high-int.) (mph)
(minutes) (minutes)
1.000
45
2.13
4.93
0.954
43
2.16
5.20
0.915
41
2.19
5.46
0.882
40
2.22
5.70
0.853
38
2.26
5.93
0.812
37
2.35
6.25
0.732
33
2.62
6.94
0.586
26
3.32
8.61
0.439
20
4.42
11.52
outer distance is 1.6 miles

N8c
N2/N2f
N2/N2h
N2a/N2h
travel time 3.9 miles 4.3 miles 4.7 mile
4.8 miles
(min/mile)
travel time (minutes)
1.20
4.80
5.16
5.64
5.76
1.21
4.86
5.22
5.71
5.83
1.23
4.92
5.29
5.78
5.91
1.25
5.00
5.38
5.88
6.00
1.27
5.09
5.47
5.98
6.11
1.32
5.29
5.68
6.21
6.34
1.47
5.89
6.33
6.92
7.07
1.87
7.48
8.04
8.79
8.97
2.48
9.94
10.68
11.68
11.93
0.4 mi 40 mph zone "adds" 0.1 mi to N8c.
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3.
Identify divertible and fixed (non-divertible) river-crossing trips from origin-destination data.
Divertible traffic consists of traffic along Route 1 neither originating from nor destined to Wiscasset Village. This is the traffic that can choose between using the existing route and a bypass route. The fixed
traffic captive to the existing route consists of river-crossing traffic to and from Wiscasset Village. Fixed
traffic captive to the bypass would be river-crossing traffic between points north of the village and points
in Edgecomb and beyond. The percentage breakdown of the river-crossing trips is shown in Table 4. Up
to 80.4% of the river-crossing trips has the potential to be diverted.
Table 4 Breakdown of River Crossing Trips
Three Types of River-Crossing Trips

Local Trips - captive to Main Street
Northern Trips - captive to bypass
Route 1 Trips - divertable

% of All
River-Crossing
Trips
13.3%
6.3%
80.4%

4.
Develop travel time-volume curves that relate travel time on a route to the hourly traffic volume on that route. Travel time-volume curves for the existing route and each alternative alignment were
developed from Tables 2 and 3, as shown on Figure 3. As the volume of traffic increases, the travel time
on that route increases. In the case of Wiscasset, the travel time on the existing route increases more
rapidly than travel time on a bypass route. On the existing route, travel time increases more rapidly
because of the effects of tighter turns, steeper grades, intersecting streets and driveways, a railroad grade
crossing, crossing pedestrians, and turning or parking vehicles. The bypass route has broader turns,
flatter grades, and no intersecting streets, driveways, railroad grade crossings, crossing pedestrians, or
turning vehicles.
The differences in characteristics between the existing route and the bypass routes affect capacity as
well. While the two-lane existing route is limited to a capacity of 1,900 vehicles per hour, the two-lane
bypass routes are capable of 3,200 vehicles per hour.
Note: The existing route speed-volume curve used in the methodology, in recognition of the observed
capacity of 1,900 vehicles per hour and the more rapid rate of travel time increase representative of
village conditions, is a realistic model on which to base an equilibrium traffic assignment analysis than
would an analysis using a single speed-volume curve for both existing and bypass routes.
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Figure 3 Travel Time – Volume Curves
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Use of Figure 3 allows the creation of a lookup table to determine, for a given volume, the split of the
volume between the bypass route and the Davey Bridge route that would result in equal travel times
for the two routes. For example, 2,200 vehicles split between the Davey Bridge route and the N2a/N2h
route would result in 1,000 vehicles using the Davey Bridge and 1,200 vehicles using N2a/N2h, both
having a travel time of 6 minutes.
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5.
Develop hourly river-crossing volumes for a summer weekday in 2030, assuming that Transportation Systems Management / Travel Demand Management (TSM/TDM) actions that could reduce
peak traffic demands (passenger rail service along the Mid-Coast Region, and variable message signs
on I-295) are in operation. These actions may reduce future Route 1 volumes in Wiscasset by 8%, and
have been commitments made by the Department. The effect of the 8% reduction in the future volumes
is a reduction in the 2005-to-2030 growth factor from 1.375 to 1.265. For the derivation of these growth
factors, see the Appendix.
Note: The 8% reduction potential of the TSM/TDM strategies is based on the findings and recommendations of the U.S. Route 1 Corridor Study completed in 1995.
6.
For each hour of the day and each bypass alternative, determine the amount of traffic diversion from the existing route to the bypass route that would be necessary to equalize the travel times
along the two routes. This amount of diversion would bring the two routes into travel time equilibrium,
the point at which both the existing route and the bypass route offer the same travel time. The amount
of traffic that each bypass route carries includes the fixed traffic plus the portion of the divertible traffic that brings about travel time equilibrium. Table 5 shows the expected volume of traffic to use the
Davey Bridge and each bypass for total hourly river-crossing volumes in a range of 0 to 3,000 vehicles
per hour. This table is the “look-up” table used for estimating diverted volume for each hour of the day.
The shaded areas indicate the ranges of volume where only the Northern trips, captive to a bypass, are
expected to use a given bypass. In the shaded volume ranges, the Davey Bridge route would have a
shorter travel time than the bypass route and attract divertible trips as well as captive local Main Street
trips.
Note: Performing an equilibrium assignment for each hour of the day to determine the amount of traffic
diversion for the whole day is above and beyond the typical peak-hour or single all-day analysis. This
approach was taken to achieve a better estimate of daily traffic diversion and to provide a better means
for summing up the traffic performance impacts of the bypass alternatives.
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Table 5 Lookup Table for Estimating the Equilibrium Split of River-Crossing Traffic Volumes
Hourly River-Crossing Volume
N2/N8c
N2/N2f
N2/N2h
N2a/N2h
Total
Northern Divertable Local
100.0%
6.3%
80.4%
13.3% Davey Br Bypass
Davey Br Bypass
Davey Br Bypass
Davey Br Bypass
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
100
6
80
13
13
87
94
6
94
6
94
6
200
13
161
27
27
173
187
13
187
13
187
13
300
19
241
40
40
260
208
92
281
19
281
19
400
25
322
53
53
347
229
171
375
25
375
25
500
32
402
66
66
434
250
250
468
32
468
32
600
38
483
80
80
520
260
340
562
38
562
38
700
44
563
93
93
607
270
430
597
103
656
44
800
51
643
106
106
694
280
520
631
169
749
51
900
57
724
119
119
781
290
610
666
234
800
100
1000
63
804
133
133
867
300
700
700
300
817
183
1100
69
885
146
146
954
320
780
717
383
833
267
1200
76
965
159
159
1041
340
860
733
467
850
350
1300
82
1045
172
172
1128
360
940
750
550
867
433
1400
88
1126
186
186
1214
380
1020
767
633
883
517
1500
95
1206
199
199
1301
400
1100
783
717
900
600
1600
101
1287
212
212
1388
413
1187
800
800
912
688
1700
107
1367
225
225
1475
427
1273
817
883
925
775
1800
114
1448
239
239
1561
500
1300
833
967
938
883
1900
120
1528
252
252
1648
520
1380
850
1050
950
950
2000
126
1608
265
265
1735
540
1460
867
1133
967
1033
2100
133
1689
279
279
1821
500
1600
883
1217
983
1117
2200
139
1769
292
292
1908
580
1620
900
1300
1000
1200
2300
145
1850
305
305
1995
600
1700
925
1375
1020
1280
2400
152
1930
318
350
2050
633
1767
950
1450
1040
1360
2500
158
2010
332
400
2100
600
1900
975
1525
1060
1440
2600
164
2091
345
450
2150
650
1950
1000
1600
1080
1520
2700
171
2171
358
500
2200
700
2000
1025
1675
1100
1600
2800
177
2252
371
560
2240
750
2050
1050
1750
1125
1675
2900
183
2332
385
625
2275
800
2100
1075
1825
1150
1750
3000
189
2413
398
700
2300
850
2150
1100
1900
1175
1825

Table 6 shows the estimated volumes expected to use each bypass route for each hour of the day. The
shaded areas indicate hours for which the Davey Bridge would have a more attractive (shorter) travel
time than the bypass route. The 2005 summer baseline column represents base-year hourly river-crossing volumes. The 2030 TSM/TDM column represents the projected 2030 hourly river-crossing volumes
with the effects of TSM and TDM actions taken into account. The final four columns represent the number of 2030 TSM/TDM hourly volumes expected to use the Davey Bridge.
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Table 6 Travel Volumes by Time of Day
Hour
Ending
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

2005
2030 2030
Summer TSM/TDM Davey Bridge Volume
Baseline
1.265 N8c
N2/N2f
N2/N2h
N2a/N2h
112
100
13
94
94
94
69
100
13
94
94
94
82
100
13
94
94
94
96
100
13
94
94
94
164
200
27
187
187
187
408
500
66
250
468
468
794
1000
133
300
700
817
1087
1400
186
380
767
883
1331
1700
225
427
817
925
1488
1900
252
520
850
950
1757
2200
292
580
900
1000
2177
2800
560
750
1050
1125
2056
2600
450
650
1000
1080
1990
2500
400
600
975
1060
2056
2600
450
650
1000
1080
2205
2800
560
750
1050
1125
2304
2900
625
800
1075
1150
2216
2800
560
750
1050
1125
1235
1600
212
413
800
912
827
1000
133
300
700
817
610
800
106
280
631
749
484
600
80
260
562
562
304
400
53
229
375
375
182
200
27
187
187
187
26034
32900
5449
9638
15520
16953

Note: 1.265 Growth Factor is based on projected traffic growth of 1.5% per year over 25 years, less an
estimated 8% reduction due to implemented TSM/TDM measures.
7.
Calculate daily volumes on the existing route and the bypass route by summing the 24 hourly
volumes: divertible and non-divertible (fixed). Bypass routes with relatively shorter travel times divert
more daily traffic. Table 7 summarizes the breakdown of estimated 2030 SADT between the Davey
Bridge route and the bypass routes.
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Table 7 2030 Traffic Volume Splits between Existing and Bypass Routes
Bypass Volume
N8c
Northern (non-divertible)
Diverted
Total Bypass
Davey Bridge Volume
Non-Diverted
Local (non-divertible)
Davey Bridge
Total River-Crossing

1900
25551
27451
1297
4152
5449
32900

N2/N2f
N2/N2h
N2a/N2h
1900
1900
1900
21362
15480
14047
23262
17380
15947
5486
4152
9638
32900

11368
4152
15520
32900

12801
4152
16953
32900

Note: The differences between bypass routes in the amount of traffic diverted are substantial. The explanation for these differences lies with two factors. One is that about 80% of the river-crossing traffic
has similar origin-destination pairs (Route 1 south in Wiscasset and Routes 1/27 in Edgecomb) so that
differences in travel time advantage among competing river-crossing routes can have major effect on the
overall traffic diversion. The second is that the existing route and the bypass routes have competitive
travel times at various ranges of traffic volume. Although the bypass routes are superior to the existing
route in terms of design standards, the existing route is shorter than the bypass routes. The traffic volume at which the bypass route becomes competitive or the existing route becomes competitive is different for each alternative.

Performance Measurement: Vehicle-Hour Savings
The major public benefit of a highway capacity project in a congested area is the savings in vehiclehours traveled (VHT). In the Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study area, there are two components to
vehicle-hour savings. The first is the queue delay resulting from insufficient capacity to accommodate
the demand for travel. This queue delay represents the added travel time in the stop-and-go movement
of vehicles that occurs on the Route 1 approaches to Wiscasset Village. The second is the travel time
savings that occur because the project provides a higher-speed route to help reduce travel time through
the study area. Results from the equilibrium traffic assignments were used to estimate vehicle-hour savings and expanded to daily and annual totals.
Queue Delay. From field observations in 2001, MaineDOT has found that the two-way traffic capacity
of Route 1 through Wiscasset Village is approximately 1,900 vehicles per hour. However, the queuing
that typically occurs during July and August indicates that the peak-hour demand on Route 1 is close to
2,300 vehicles per hour, with several other hours of traffic demand exceeding the 1,900 vehicle capacity. This excess demand results in a queue delay of about 1,800 vehicle-hours on a typical summer day
at 2005 traffic levels. The 1,800 vehicle-hours is the daily total of all delays encountered by vehicles
during the hours of stop-and-go traffic. Table 8 shows hour-by-hour queue delay for a July-August day
in 2005, 2015, and 2030 base conditions, as well as 2030 conditions with TSM and TDM measures that
were included with the DEIS No-Build alternative. As projected traffic growth occurs, the queue delay
increases for the heaviest travel hours of the day and spreads to more morning hours. Queue delay for
a July-August day could increase from 1800 vehicle-hours to 7800 vehicle-hours in 2030. TDM/TSM
strategies, with their estimated 8% reduction in total volume, could slow the growth of delay, resulting
in 6000 vehicle-hours in 2030. The 2030 TSM/TDM conditions served as the basis for the No-Build
alternative to which all of the build alternatives were compared.
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Table 8 Hourly Queue Delays for July-August
Hour
of Day
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
Daily total

Baseline
2005
Baseline
2015
Baseline
2030
TSM/TDM
2030
hourly queue delay hourly queue delay hourly queue delay hourly queue delay
volume
(veh-hrs)
volume
(veh-hrs)
volume
(veh-hrs)
volume
(veh-hrs)
100
0
100
0
200
0
100
0
100
0
100
0
100
0
100
0
100
0
100
0
100
0
100
0
100
0
100
0
100
0
100
0
200
0
200
0
200
0
200
0
400
0
500
0
600
0
500
0
800
0
900
0
1100
0
1000
0
1100
0
1300
0
1500
0
1400
0
1300
0
1500
0
1800
0
1700
0
1500
0
1700
0
2000
100
1900
0
1800
0
2000
100
2400
500
2200
300
2200
300
2500
600
3000
1100
2800
900
2100
200
2400
500
2800
900
2600
700
2000
100
2300
400
2700
800
2500
600
2100
200
2400
500
2800
900
2600
700
2200
300
2500
600
3000
1100
2800
900
2300
400
2600
700
3200
1300
2900
1000
2200
300
2500
600
3000
1100
2800
900
1200
0
1400
0
1700
0
1600
0
800
0
1000
0
1100
0
1000
0
600
0
700
0
800
0
800
0
500
0
600
0
700
0
600
0
300
0
300
0
400
0
400
0
200
0
200
0
300
0
200
0
26200
1800
29900
4000
35600
7800
32900
6000

Note: At 2005 baseline traffic volumes, a queue delay of 400 vehicle-hours in the peak hour translates
to an average delay per vehicle of 10 minutes and about 4 miles of traffic queuing (northbound and
southbound approaches combined).
Each of the build alternatives would eliminate queue delay on the Route 1 approaches to Wiscasset Village because each of those alternatives diverts enough traffic to reduce the Wiscasset Village traffic (i.e.
traffic using the Davey Bridge) to below the 1,900 vehicles/hour capacity of Route 1 through Wiscasset
Village.
Queue delays were also estimated for other months as well as July and August by applying seasonal
adjustment factors to the summer traffic volumes. As Table 9 shows, queuing delays do not exist beyond
the summer months at 2005 traffic levels. However, by 2030, queue delays expand well into the spring
and fall months. The 2030 baseline condition shows six months with more queue delay than July-August conditions for 2005. The TSM/TDM strategies reduce the number of months with queue delay that
we can expect in 2030. Nevertheless, the annual total of queue delay would be nearly 600,000 vehiclehours per year and more than five times the amount of delay in July-August 2005.
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Table 9 Daily Traffic Queue Delay by Month
Daily Vehicle-Hours of Delay
2005
2015
2030
2030
Month
Seasonal Baseline Baseline Baseline TSM/TDM
Factor
January
0.60
0
0
0
0
February
0.60
0
0
0
0
March
0.60
0
0
0
0
April
0.70
0
0
1100
300
May
0.75
0
100
2200
1100
June
0.85
100
1400
4400
2800
July
1.00
1800
4000
7800
6000
August
1.00
1800
4000
7800
6000
September
0.80
0
500
3200
1800
October
0.75
0
100
2200
1100
November
0.65
0
0
400
0
December
0.65
0
0
400
0
0.75
Annual Total
111000
303000
885000
573000

Note: The seasonal factor shows what fraction of the July-August daily volumes exist in the other 10
months of the year. For example, January through March volumes are about 60% of July-August volumes.
Running Time Delay. The other component of delay, running time delay, is caused by the frictional
effects of roadway characteristics even before volumes reach capacity levels. Table 10 shows, on an
hourly basis, the vehicle-hours of time savings that result from each of the build alternatives, based on
the results of the equilibrium traffic assignment model. The time savings come from the reduced travel
times for vehicles attracted to the bypass route as well as the reduced travel times for those who remain
on the existing route. The figures in the running time column are running travel time, exclusive of the
queue delay discussed previously. All of the build alternatives fall within a range of 2,300 to 2,700
vehicle-hours of savings in running time delay, with N8c providing the most and N2a/N2h providing the
least.
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Table 10 Hourly Reductions in Running Time Delay
Hour
Ending
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

2030 TSM/TDM
Running time reductions (in vehicle-hours)
Hourly vol. Running time
Build Alternatives
1.265 (veh-hrs)
N8c
N2/N2f
N2/N2h
N2a/N2h
19
0
0
0
0
100
19
0
0
0
0
100
19
0
0
0
0
100
19
0
0
0
0
100
38
-1
-1
0
0
200
96
-5
-3
-1
-1
500
192
-17
-12
-5
-4
1000
269
-42
-35
-26
-23
1400
326
-109
-101
-89
-86
1700
365
-203
-193
-181
-177
1900
422
-232
-221
-207
-202
2200
538
-280
-272
-258
-252
2800
499
-265
-257
-241
-236
2600
480
-258
-248
-233
-228
2500
499
-265
-257
-241
-236
2600
538
-280
-272
-258
-252
2800
557
-287
-279
-266
-260
2900
538
-280
-272
-258
-252
2800
307
-85
-77
-66
-63
1600
192
-17
-12
-5
-4
1000
154
-11
-7
-2
-2
800
115
-7
-4
-1
-1
600
77
-3
-2
0
0
400
38
-1
-1
0
0
200
32900
6300
-2700
-2500
-2300
-2300

Summarizing Performance Impacts
To summarize the year-round delay reductions of each build alternative, the queue delay reduction and
the running travel time reduction were combined. Table 11 shows the result for the year 2030 by summarizing the Queue and Running Time delays.
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Table 11 Total Delays Summary
Daily Vehicle-Hours
Running travel time change per day (in vht)
2030
Build Alternatives
Month
N8c
N2/N2f
N2/N2h
N2a/N2h
TSM/TDM
queue delay travel time
January
0
3800
-700
-600
-500
-500
February
0
3800
-700
-600
-500
-500
March
0
3800
-700
-600
-500
-500
April
300
4800
-1500
-1300
-1200
-1200
May
1100
5900
-1700
-1600
-1500
-1400
June
2800
8200
-2000
-1900
-1700
-1700
July
6000
12300
-2600
-2400
-2200
-2200
August
6000
12300
-2600
-2400
-2200
-2200
September
1800
6800
-1900
-1700
-1600
-1500
October
1100
5900
-1700
-1600
-1500
-1400
November
0
4100
-1100
-1000
-800
-800
December
0
4100
-1100
-1000
-800
-800
Annual Total
573000
2274000
-549000
-501000
-450000
-441000
Annual Change in Queue Delay
-573000
-573000
-573000
-573000
Combined Change in Travel Time
-1122000 -1074000 -1023000 -1014000

The combined delay figures range from slightly over 1.0 million vehicle-hours to slightly over 1.1 million vehicle-hours. These combined figures were used in the DEIS as the performance measure for
congestion reduction and the principal factor in calculating benefits in dollar terms. Although greater
differences exist between alternatives in the amount of traffic each alternative may divert, as Table 7
showed, the amount of traffic diversion is not a performance measure that readily translates into monetary transportation benefits. The measurement of vehicle-hours saved is much better in this regard.
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Appendix
Diversion Sensitivity Analysis
To address questions received about the sensitivity of the Wiscasset Route 1 diversion model used in the
traffic analysis, MaineDOT designed a series of tests to evaluate the sensitivity of the model to changes
in key input parameters. This discussion summarizes the results of these sensitivity tests.
Growth. The first parameter tested is growth of river-crossing traffic. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), under the no-build alternative, estimated that unmanaged straight-line growth in
traffic volume for the Route 1 river crossing would be approximately 1.5% per year from the year 2005
base to year 2030 horizon. This would be the equivalent to a growth factor of 1.375 (a 37.5% increase)
from 2005 to 2030. DEIS assumptions for the no-build include the expectation that total volume in 2030
will be reduced by 8% due to TSM and TDM initiatives which would be implemented within the planning horizon. The effect of these initiatives would be to reduce the effective growth factor from 1.375 to
1.265 (a 26.5% increase). It is this TSM/TDM-influenced growth forecast that was used for the comparison of the no-build and build alternatives in the DEIS.
The sensitivity analysis of growth involves two volume adjustments: one 10% less than the DEIS volume (90% of DEIS volume) and one 10% more than the DEIS volume (110% of DEIS TSM/TDM
volume). The growth factor equivalents of these adjusted volumes are 1.14 and 1.39, respectively. Together, these adjusted volumes provide a substantial range of volumes to test the sensitivity of the model.
Table A1 summarizes the results of the model tests with the two volume adjustments. The volumes
shown represent Summer Average Daily Traffic (SADT) and Design Hour Volume (DHV) crossing the
existing Davey Bridge over the Sheepscot River. The percentages represent the percent of the no-build
Davey Bridge traffic that remains on that bridge (not diverted to a build alternative).
Table A1

Sensitivity to Volume Growth

Davey B ridge Traffic Volumes
Variable: % of 2030 Traffic
2030 S ADT

2030 DHV
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90%

Alternatives
No-B uild N8c

N2/N2f

N2/N2h

N2/N2a

29500
100%

4200
14%

8500
29%

14700
50%

16200
S ADT
55% % of No-B uild S ADT

100% (in DE IS )

32900
100%

5400
16%

9600
29%

15500
47%

17000
S ADT
52% % of No-B uild S ADT

110%

36400
100%

6700
18%

10700
29%

16400
45%

17900
S ADT
49% % of No-B uild S ADT

90%

2600
100%

450
17%

650
25%

1000
38%

1080
42%

DHV
% of No-B uild DHV

100% (in DE IS )

2900
100%

625
22%

800
28%

1075
37%

1150
40%

DHV
% of No-B uild DHV

110%

3200
100%

700
22%

850
27%

1100
34%

1175
37%

DHV
% of No-B uild DHV

As Table A1 shows, changes in volumes for the alternatives correspond in parallel with the change in the
2030 volumes. Also, the relationships between the alternatives in relative terms remain the same. N8c
shows the lowest volumes on the Davey Bridge (the most diversion to a bypass). N2a shows the highest
volumes remaining on the Davey Bridge. The N2f and N2h alternatives maintain their position in relative volume and % of No-Build volume.
In some ways, a change in the 2030 traffic volume can affect alternatives differently. With N8c, an
increase in river-crossing volume increases the percentage of traffic that remains on the Davey Bridge.
With N2h and N2a, an increase in river-crossing volume decreases the percentage of traffic that remains
on the Davey Bridge. With N2f, the percentage of traffic that remains on the Davey Bridge is more consistent across different 2030 traffic levels.
Also worth noting is that the percentages with N8c are lower for DHV than they are for SADT. The opposite relationship exists with N2h and N2a. With N2f, the percentages for DHV are slightly lower.
The differences between alternatives in these respects are best explained by the fact that N8c has a
free-flow travel time advantage over the no-build (Davey Bridge) route, while the other alternatives,
particularly N2h and N2a, do not. Therefore, N8c attracts a high percentage of the river-crossing traffic
until it reaches a point where delay on the N8c route creates a travel time equilibrium with the Davey
Bridge route. With the other build alternatives, the Davey Bridge route has an initial advantage in freeflow travel time that disappears with the loading of traffic. This advantage disappears rapidly with N2f,
which reaches a travel time equilibrium much quicker than the other three build alternatives.
Divertible Traffic. The second parameter tested is the percentage of river-crossing traffic considered
“divertible”. Divertible traffic uses travel time in the decision on whether to use the Davey Bridge route
or the bypass route. Based on origin-destination survey data collected in the Wiscasset-Edgecomb area,
illustrated in Table 3, 80.4% of the traffic crossing the Sheepscot River could be influenced by travel
time in route selection. The other 19.6% is considered fixed in terms of route selection, with 13.3%
favoring the Davey Bridge route and 6.3% favoring the bypass route. Because of the origin-destination
patterns involved, these percentages are not significantly influenced by the differences in the bypass
routes. These percentages are the values used in the DEIS diversion analysis.
Like the sensitivity analysis of growth, the sensitivity analysis of divertible traffic involves two adjustments to the value used in the DEIS: one a reduction in the percentage of divertible traffic to 70% and
the other an increase in the percentage of divertible traffic to 90%. The increases or decreases in the
amounts of fixed traffic, resulting from the change in the percentage of divertible traffic, are allocated in
the same proportion (13.3% to 6.3%) as the fixed traffic percentages used in the DEIS. The river-crossing SADT and DHV are kept constant in these tests. Table A2 summarizes the results of the model tests
with the two percentage adjustments. As in Table A1, the values are expressed in terms of SADT, DHV,
and the percentage of traffic that remains on the Davey Bridge.
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Table A2

Sensitivity of Divertible Traffic

Davey B ridge Traffic Volumes
Variable: % Divertible Traffic
2030 S ADT

2030 DHV

Alternatives
No-B uild N8c

N2/N2f

N2/N2h

N2/N2a

70%

32900
100%

6700
20%

9500
29%

15400
47%

16800
S ADT
51% % of No-B uild S ADT

80% (in DE IS )

32900
100%

5400
16%

9600
29%

15500
47%

17000
S ADT
52% % of No-B uild S ADT

90%

32900
100%

4800
15%

9600
29%

15600
47%

17000
S ADT
52% % of No-B uild S ADT

70%

2900
100%

625
22%

800
28%

1075
37%

1150
40%

DHV
% of No-B uild DHV

80% (in DE IS )

2900
100%

625
22%

800
28%

1075
37%

1150
40%

DHV
% of No-B uild DHV

90%

2900
100%

625
22%

800
28%

1075
37%

1150
40%

DHV
% of No-B uild DHV

Table A2 shows that percentage of divertible traffic, in the range of 70% to 90%, has very little effect
on either the SADT or the DHV remaining on the Davey Bridge route. The differences between alternatives remain almost constant. The explanation for this is that the equilibrium point that balances the
travel times between the Davey Bridge route and the bypass route are determined by the characteristics
of the two routes and the volume of river-crossing traffic. The divertible traffic has the flexibility to
choose between the two routes. As long as the divertible traffic is a large enough percentage to find that
travel time balance, the volumes on each of the two routes are not affected by the percentage of divertible traffic.
Although the DHV volumes were not affected, there were some effects on the SADT, particularly with
N8c. With the percentage of divertible traffic down to 70%, the percentage of river-crossing SADT
remaining on the Davey Bridge increased. This occurred because, under the adjustment of divertible
traffic to 70%, the percentage of traffic fixed to the Davey Bridge route increased, even though the N8c
alternative had a free-flow travel time advantage.
Summary. The sensitivity analyses of growth and divertible traffic showed that differing values for
these parameters can have measurable, but predictable, effects on traffic diversion estimates. Differences in growth will result in changes in the percentage of traffic diverted that are consistent with the
characteristics of the competing routes. Differences in the percentage of divertible traffic can influence
SADT to a limited extent, but show a negligible effect on DHV. In all cases, the sensitivity analysis had
no effect on the relative performance measurements of the alternatives under consideration. This overall
finding is an indication of the robustness of the equilibrium model as a tool for the Wiscasset Route 1
Corridor Study.
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Comparison of VMT and VHT of Alternatives
Vehicle-Miles Traveled

Vehicle-Hours Traveled

200,000

20,000
19,100

18,000

160,000

152,000

140,000
120,000

147,000

152,000

14,000
12,000

115,000
10,500

100,000

10,900

10,700

10,000

80,000

8,000

60,000

6,000

40,000

4,000

20,000

2,000

0

0

No build
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16,000

N8c
N2f
Alternatives

N2a

VHT (2030 summer day)

VMT (2030 summer day)

180,000
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MIDCOAST BYPASS TASK FORCE MEETING
October 29, 2007, 6:30-8:30 pm
Lincoln County Communications Conference Room
AGENDA

1. Welcome/Meeting Overview

5 minutes

2. DEIS Q&A

90 minutes

3. Public Comment Period (PCP) Overview

  5 minutes

4. Role of Task Force During and After PCP

  5 minutes

5. Open to Public							

15 minutes
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MIDCOAST BYPASS TASK FORCE MEETING REPORT
Lincoln County Communications Room, Wiscasset
October 29, 2007
ATTENDING: Robert Faunce, Joanna Cameron, Amanda Russell, Don Jones, David Nichols, Arthur
Faucher, Barry Johnston, David King, Sr., Don Hudson, Norma Dreyfus, Leah Sprague, Lee Straw,
Douglas Baston, Jaimie Logan, Peter Kleskovic, Dale Doughty, Ed Hanscom, Carol Morris
MEETING REPORT:
The meeting was called to order at 6:30 pm. Carol Morris clarified the purpose of the meeting: this is
a working meeting, a chance to ask questions about DEIS, have the opportunity to make sure ultimate
comments are better, more effective. Comments are due Dec. 21. Anything said tonight will not go on
official record. Both the Task Force and the public can write, email, or come to Edgecomb or Wiscasset
High School meeting and make verbal comments.
Morris added that detailed minutes will be available so that meeting content will be documented.
An informal survey was passed out to determine what everyone hopes to take away from Task Force
process. Members returned the survey to Morris.
Morris asked the Task Force for their initial comments on the DEIS:
Don Jones, Wiscasset, said there should be a map in Chapter 8, Section 4 evaluation showing proposed
alternatives overlaid on Wiscasset historic district (8.4.1.1).
Dale Doughty stated that MaineDOT can get one of these done for future meetings.
Jones commented that it would be useful to a reader of the document. He said he is not suggesting
the issue of where the routes touch on the historic district aren’t included, but a visual would be very
beneficial.
Jones also suggest that an additional appendix to document methodology - including assumptions and
calculations - used to develop traffic estimates in Section 4.4.4 would be helpful. He was surprised at the
degree of difference between the no-build and the alternatives.
Ed Hanscom said that estimates were based on origin-destination information: where the traffic
goes, how much is staying on Route 1, how much is going between Routes 1 and 27, how much
is generated locally and heading to the outside, and so on. He said MaineDOT looked at estimated
travel times based on posted speed and congestion level, and compared travel time for existing route
to proposed bypass route. For some trips, the bypass route is the route to take, no matter time of
day or traffic. MaineDOT knows approximately how much traffic is traveling through the area in a
given hour and how much congestion that might create on bypass route and village route. The traffic
engineers try to estimate how should that traffic will split up (“equilibrium traffic assigment”). Some
times of day it would be weighted more heavily toward bypass route, some times of day, weighted
more heavily toward village route. This is a rigorous method that gives us reasonable answers.
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The nature of the existing route vs. the bypass route is such that a lot of times during the day there’s
going to be a split on how people decide to go.
Doughty added that this model drives traffic based on travel times, not on personal preference. There’s
no way to model that. There are people who don’t like going through villages, truckers especially. The
model assumes the only decision drivers are making is based on travel time.
Doughty stated that the estimated numbers are less than they will be because of driver behavior and
driver preference.
Hanscom pointed out that as far as the effects on delay and congestion, all the alternatives take away the
backups. The benefit of not having delays is relatively equal for all.
Dale said the summary is on p. S7, first table.
Hanscom said regarding that section, “traffic safety and mobility” delay is measured in VHT (vehicle
hours traveled). Comparing alternatives to base condition – in the year 2030 – each bypass alternative
has an impact of over 1 million VHT reduction. Most of that is because of the impact on the queueing/
backups that would be experienced in the no-build alternative. The comparative congestion relief of
alternatives is very similar.
Jones stated that he would still like to see details on methodology and assumptions.
Jones next comment was regarding long-term maintenance and operating costs for each alternative.
He felt they should be included in the analysis. There must be variables in the built alternatives, such
as length of bridges. Good idea to have comparison of operating and maintenance costs of each of
alternatives.
Jones also said that he didn’t see any reference to the future of the Davey Bridge, asking will the
selection of any of the built alternatives result in the removal of the bridge to Davis Island, either at the
end of construction or at the end of its useful life? Joanna Camerona concurred with this question.
Doughty said that the report does not envision in any way the removal of the Davey Bridge. All the
calculations envision two routes remaining – the Davey Bridge and any new one. Everything is modeled
based on two routes to Wiscasset, two options to cross the Sheepscot River, in the year 2030. He said
that he couldn’t guarantee what would happen after that, but the Davey Bridge is in good shape.
Jones emphasized the usefulness of two routes – not just for congestion, but in emergency issues, saying
it solves both traffic and safety and maintenance issues.
Jones then made his final point, saying that ex-Commissioner Melrose had said that the issue of
interchanges on the proposed bypass routes is open for discussion. Jones feels this has not yet happened,
beyond brief discussion on p. 20. He has not seen an analysis of the decision to limit interchanges to one
half-interchange. He would like to see a full analysis of design, plus traffic, environmental and social
effects prior to any discussion of adding an interchange.
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Doughty said that MaineDOT we will do some work on this, and will use this Task Force to have that
conversation - as a group, we will decide how and when to tackle them. He added that it would be good
to have the public comment on the table at that point to see if this is a concern held by many.
Jones said that he believes is it a concern held by many, not just him.
Amanda Russell, Edgecomb, said that on p. 46, the water supply section needs to be updated - things
have changed since 2001, with water and sewer lines passing under Davies Bridge. She said this
information is easily available.
Joanna Cameron, Edgecomb, suggested that MaineDOT re-look at some of the features of Davis Island,
some assumptions were made in 2002, and there are many more houses and seasonal residences, a
workforce housing project with 26 more house and possibly 26 more automobiles, a proposed assisted
living project that could add 50 more residents and 50 more cars, and a new entrance to Route 1, 500600 feet toward Route 27.
Russell said that on page 70, 4th column, two-thirds of the way down, exhibit 3.20 needs updating in
regards to Davis Island’s aesthetic environment. She also said that on page 73, map 3.23, showing
affected environment, with current and respective subdivisions outlined in red does not show a big
subdivision on Englebrekt Road, with a lot of new lots.
Cameron added that it may be useful to indicate the new subdivisions on Davis Island, as they will
generate significant traffic.
Doughty said it is difficult to detail areas with common development/neighborhood features, it’s hard to
estimate their impact.
Russell said that on page 116, MaineDOT should update Exhibit 4.36 so that the potential induced
development of the No-Build and the alternative below it on the Route 1/Route 127 and Atlantic
Highway intersections is shown. Russell also pointed out that that location includes a right of way for
sewer and water, allowing for higher density. Cameron said that the right of way is made possible by
Edgecomb’s tax increment finance district. (Upon request, she sketched it on the map for MaineDOT.)
Russell added that there is language in the TIF that might be helpful. Cameron will get MaineDOT a
copy of TIF document.
Cameron stated that regarding historical sites and archeology, last summer she had a conversation with
Lief Smith, state archeologist, who said he was investigating a site around Edgebrook. She asked him
to give a talk to the Edgecomb Historical Society, and he said he couldn’t till he reported to MaineDOT.
Doughty explained that he has not gotten the report yet but that state law in general protects the
disclosure of the location of archeological sites to forestall harm or raiding of those sites.
Russell asked what MaineDOT’s plans are for the intersection of Route 1 and 27 in the N8C alternative.
Hanscom replied that the treatment would be the same is in the No-Build alternative, shown in Exhibit
2.9 on page 27. Russell suggested this be made clear on that exhibit.
Bob Faunce, Lincoln County, had a concern regarding right of way, indicating that on page 40, there
is a discussion of how much property needs to be acquired for each alternative, including right of way/
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existing properties, continued access to individual properties. In this, potentially impacted properties
for right of way were identified. He asked if MaineDOT will be looking at impacts beyond the 250 foot
right of way, so that if someone ended up with direct view of the new road because of topography, will
that be taken into consideration?
Doughty said that if someone lost access, MaineDOT would contemplate taking that entire property, we
would not leave someone without access to the highway.
Faunce said that he was concerned more with a quality of life issue.
Doughty said that MaineDOT would take that into account on a case by case basis. There are clear
guidelines under federal and state law regarding what can be compensated for. As we get into final
design, we try to minimize the effects.
Hanscom clarified that when the document talks about the property needed, it is referring to what is
needed for the actual highway.
Doughty said that it’s hard to take all of the details into account in a document like this. When we get
the final design, we’ll be able to look at specific property rights. There is a clear set of boundaries, he
explained, but there’s also some latitude. For example, under federal guidelines, if there’s a noise issue,
we can construct a barrier or insulate the house, but each case is going to be decided on a case by case
basis.
David Nichols, Wiscasset, said that on page 28, it doesn’t look like you’ve taken into consideration
emergency vehicles. (Interchange at Old Bath Road and Route 1)
Doughty said that this is something we will talk about with the Task Force.
Faunce said that on page 97, Exhibit 416, there are categories showing different sound levels, A though
E. He asked how this was used in the analysis, that the tables, especially in the table on page 98, where
the noise impact of the various alternatives has been estimated. He said all of the study area was classed
as “B” (picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports areas, etc,) but the text states that
that was the dominant” category but that other categories were represented. Why is it all looked at in
terms of level B, he wants to know. He also didn’t see where the 67 dBA is carried over into the basic
assumption, as it says 66 dBA in the text.
Doughty said we can’t answer tonight but we will have that information for you next time.
Peter Klescovic explained that noise criteria are federal regulations, and they define when mitigation os
required. The criteria includes amount of increase that’s generated, and includes two questions: do you
exceed these levels, and are you increasing the levels?
Bob Faunce said that the noise levels that are rated at 45 and below are extraordinarily low. If this
project were subject to DEP Site Location of Development review (it is not), DEP would require noise
remediation. The noise policy says (p. 99, paragraph 3) that MaineDOT looks at the feasibility and
reasonableness of noise mitigation – that noise barrier must provide reduction of 7 dBA – cannot cost
more thatn $20,000 per residence. He said that none of the residential properties would qualify for
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remediation under this policy and asked how flexible or how rigid is that policy.  
Hanscom said that that’s the policy but we look at it on a case-by-case basis
Bob Faunce said that, in a residential area, he hopes MaineDOT can provide some mitigation
Doughty said there is a reasonable test, and MaineDOT will apply that test.
Peter Kleskovic said that this is not the last look at the noise impacts, we will see what we can do.
Doughty noted that MaineDOT would prefer building grades to building sound walls, because sound
walls don’t work very well and ruin the landscape – they would much rather build a berm than a sound
wall.
Cameron pointed out that there is no discussion of vibration effects on older buildings, particularly
brick, by any of the proposed alternatives.
Doughty explained that with the right of way MaineDOT is acquiring, there should not be significant
adverse vibration. This will be a built road that will be maintained and smooth, which will reduce
vibration. But he added that he would check on that.
Leah Sprague, Sheepscot Valley Conservation Association, asked if MaineDOT is assuming there are no
ways to ameliorate road congestion without building a bypass.
Hanscom said that Appendix A describes the actions that MaineDOT has taken to date. He said that in
general, those have not worked well enough. MaineDOT has looked at actions to reduce demand, and in
our future No-Build alternative, they have assumed that 8% of traffic volume that would otherwise grow
would be reduced by these actions, such as intelligent variable message signage. He pointed out that 8%
makes a relatively big impact on congestion. (NOTE: Traffic volume for Route 1 is projected to grow at
about 1.5% per year.)
Doughty explained the intelligent variable message signage: on the bridge there would be sensors that
would detect motionless cars and feed that data into a central clearinghouse, which would then activate
a sign on Route 295. He said that this has to be handled carefully because of legitimate concerns from
Route 1 businesses about losing customers. But he said that MaineDOT is factoring these actions into
the No-Build case.
Sprague said that she thought there was very meager coverage of No-Build, and recommended make it
more prominent and robust in the text, as it would be very helpful for people to know what can be done
in the interim period prior to when the bypass would actually be built.
Doug Baston said that sound carries over water, and asked if there was any analysis of a wider
dispersion of low-level sound over water options than over land options.
Doughty said that this was included in the calculations, but he would confirm that.

C.8

Doug Baston referred to Exhibit 3.4, on page 75, asking if there are lesser levels of protection on land in
Edgecomb – or is the protection (easements) similar but not shown?
Doughty said that if there are conservation easements, they should be shown on this chart. He believes
they have checked with all the conservation authorities, and asked if any of the Task Force had any more
information. Sprague indicated that she will check.
Arthur Faucher made a recommendation that once a route is chosen, communities  should have access to
MaineDOT or consultant to help communities measure loss of tax revenues/economic impact – based on
loss of homes, garages, any structures, people, families, schoolchildren, businesses. He said that already
relocation or displacement issues are beginning to surface, for example: Where am I going to live?
Am I going to senior housing? Will I be able to sell my house? I need affordable housing, where’s the
affordable land? Can you find a developer or a development that could find affordable land?
I want to live in Wiscasset, or I want to live in Edgecomb, I don’t want to have to move to Portland. He
said that typically out of 20 families, 6 will move away – but if we could have a preplanned subdivision
in the next 5-10 years, where land will be affordable, that should be preplanned already. Same for
apartments – the housing to accommodate displaced seniors is rare, but there will be a market for it. He
added that some people may be interested in buying municipal bonds for this project, meaning the state
will have to borrow less money. He said that if banks could offer municipal bonding to help finance
these projects sooner than we think. (NOTE TO MAINEDOT- help with planning for this could come
within the purview of Gateway 1, and I will pass this comment along.)
Doughty explained that if a business or a property owner or homeowner or apartment dweller is
displaced, MaineDOT compensates them for the loss. MaineDOT also has to find them accommodations
or a business location that’s similar to what they had before. We have some ability to pay the difference.
He also said there are some ways we can keep properties on the tax rolls. He added that experts in these
areas will be coming to the public meetings.
Morris reiterated the schedule of public meetings, stating that the two in Edgecomb and the one at
Wiscasset High School are public hearings – anyone who speaks is on the public record, as there will be
a court reporter there. The other meetings are informational only. Task Force will host, do introductions,
MaineDOT will do technical presentation. Task Force members indicated they will need to talk about
what the presentations should include, and Morris agreed to contact them in the coming days. Morris
distributed “Task Force Roles and Responsibilities” document.
Lee Straw, Newcastle, asked if there was the possibility to comment on the Final EIS after the public
comment period. It was explained that after the final report is issued, there is a 30-day public availability
period but no formal hearings are planned at this time. Morris emphasized that it is important for the
public to comment now, not after the final EIS is released. She and Doughty also reinforced that a
substantive comment must explain why the commenter believes that something is positive or negative
in order to give MaineDOT a context for the comment. The timeframe for the final EIS, based on the
complexity of comments received could be as soon as six months of date of release of CEIS.
The Task Force wanted to have another meeting during the Public Comment period, and the date and
time for this was set for Thursday, Dec. 13, 6:30 pm, location TBD.
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PUBLIC COMMENT:
Ellen McFilan, selectman from Town of Newcastle, asked the Task Force to make sure the public
presentations are tailored to people who don’t know anything about the process and the issues. She
recommended putting everything in laymen’s terms, having access to microphone and overhead, making
sure people can see and hear clearly.
The meeting was adjourned at 8:35 pm.
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MIDCOAST BYPASS TASK FORCE MEETING
December 13, 2007
Wiscasset Town Office
6:30 pm – 8:30 pm
AGENDA
1. Informal Review of Public Meetings to-date
2. Discussion: Process, roles and responsibilities
during post-Public Comment evaluation period			

10 minutes
1 hour

3. Information requests/October Task Force Meeting 		

30 minutes

4. Public Comment 							

20 minutes
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Attending: Don Jones, Arthur Faucher, David King, David Nichols, Ross Bertram, Tom Woodin, Bob
Faunce, Norma Dreyfus, Dale Doughty, Ed Hanscom, Carol Morris
MEETING REPORT
Carol Morris described the agenda and handed out a draft post-public comment period Process Guide
along with samples/examples of public comments.
Public Meetings
Seven of eight public meetings have been held (Alna is rescheduled for Dec. 17 due to snow).
Attendance ranged from 25 to 80 people per meeting; in general the meetings were well attended, with a
range of opinions expressed.
Post-Public Comment Period Process
Carol stated that the goals of the task force during the evaluation period should be to be flexible and
designed to find common ground. To date there are approximately 80 public comments, with more
coming in every day. The comments will be presorted into three categories: complex comments that
require task force discussion, comments requiring technical assessment by MaineDOT, and comments
that require no action or response. Dan Sortwell’s comment was used as an example of the first category;
Aaron Miller’s comment was used as an example of the second; and the Windham person’s comments
was used as an example of the third.
Every task force member will receive a copy of every comment to determine whether they have been
sorted appropriately; that is, whether the task force feels it needs to review any additional comments –
or any fewer - as a group.
The 2nd category (comments requiring technical research and review) will be dealt with in the order in
which the research can be accomplished by MaineDOT.
The task force’s role is to provide feedback, add additional local knowledge, and determine whether
the MaineDOT’s conclusion is logical. Once the task force has completed its review of the comments,
MaineDOT will determine to what degree the public and task force input will change the DEIS impact
evaluation; that is, affect the specific impacts of each of the routes. With this information in hand,
MaineDOT will rank the alternatives and send a reduced number of alternatives back to the task force
for final review and comment. Whether or not consensus on a solution is reached, MaineDOT will make
the final decision.
By request, any member of the public can see the comments received during the public comment period.
Responses to all issues raised by the comments will be addressed in the Final Environmental Impact
Statement, which will be published on the study website be available in other media as well.
Q. What if we get to the point where MaineDOT and FHWA have narrowed it down to two alternatives,
and you’re looking at picking one, how are the impacts prioritized or weighted?
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A. MaineDOT/Dale Doughty: It’s a value judgment on some things and a regulatory judgment on others.
There is a regulatory hierarchy (wetlands, for example are very high) and some things trump others.
Construction costs are just one of many factors. The feedback MaineDOT is looking for from the task
force consists of recommendations like, “This would fit into the community better if this particular
adjustment was made.” The task force recommendations are not binding, however.
Q. When MaineDOT buys properties, are they valued at a reduced rate because of the bypass?
A. MaineDOT/Dale Doughty: No, they are not bought at drastically reduced prices because of the
bypass situation. They are bought at fair market value based on comparisons with similar properties not
in the bypass routes.
Q. Arthur Faucher: Could my municipality have access to Morris Communications to look at the
human impact of the displacements? Can we get data on economic and social issues for those who
are displaced? The highest human impact is on the N-2 strip, and we don’t have a good sense of the
humanitarian impact.
A. MaineDOT/Dale Doughty:  Yes, you could have technical assistance from us. We would like to get
our right-of-way and displacement assistance people here to talk to you about this. We could speak to a
group of people and meet with anyone who has discomfort about being impacted.
Arthur: The people I’m talking about would be intimidated by any sort of meeting. They are humble and
don’t want to cause trouble. They are so frightened and nervous that they may not understand what’s
being presented.
MaineDOT/Dale Doughty: Our displacement people are very compassionate and have spent their entire
careers working with people in this situation. They are very good at this. They could do groups or oneon-one meetings with these individuals. Once we know which properties are being affected, we can send
them letters and invite them to have conversations with us. We would work with you on such a mailing
so that it’s coming from their community as well as the state.
Tom Woodin: My sense is that there are people who are very upset and that Art thinks that Carol could
help with them. The right of way person at the meetings was very smart and very professional but could
be intimidating.
David King: If you do send out a letter, it should come from the town, not MaineDOT.
MaineDOT/Dale Doughty: That would be great. We would love to have it come from the town.
Arthur: It’s interesting that I don’t have to go after them—they’re coming to see me. Some people tell
me that their family has been living there for three generations, and they don’t want to live outside
Wiscasset.
Carol asked if anyone had any additional comments or suggestions on the process described in the
handout. Everyone indicated they were in agreement with the process as described.
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MaineDOT/Dale Doughty: Carol will get this document and the samples out to everyone who isn’t at
this meeting tonight, so that everyone is on the same page. Once the public comment meeting ends and
after the holidays, Carol will be happy to make the first cut at sorting the comments and will then work
on refining the sorting with MaineDOT. If MaineDOT gets Carol copies over Christmas week, the task
force could meet Thursday, Jan. 24.
Information Requests
Carol stated that the minutes included a number of information requests, and Dale and Ed have
responses.
1. Ed has given a copy of a map of the historic district overlaid on the proposed routes to Don Jones. He
will email a copy to Carol, who will email it to the group.
Don stated that he had requested that map and continues to be disappointed that it was not made
available at the public meetings.
2. The traffic by route methodology explanation has been written and delivered. Don spent considerable
time with Ed reviewing it and still has concerns about some inherent assumptions, not calculations, and
what they imply. Carol will make the explanation available to the group. Don noted that human behavior
cannot be mathematically predicted. Dale agreed that human behavior cannot be accurately modeled.
Don noted that the assumption that people will divide themselves evenly between the two routes so that
the traffic times equalize, implies a complete knowledge that drivers will not have and is not a realistic
assumption or a good foundation for the calculation.
Task force members gave personal examples of how they make their own route decisions. “For example,
every time I cross the Wiscasset bridge, I decide whether to take the Eddy Road or not, based on the
traffic directly in front of me.”
3. Don had asked about annual operating costs for routine and substantive maintenance and whether
they have been factored into the cost of the different routes. Dale stated that only substantive differences
in lifecycle costs enter into the decision. MaineDOT will look at elements such as repaving, bridge
maintenance costs and deck replacement, but not at de minimus (minor) costs such as mowing.
Arthur asked whether municipalities will eventually become responsible to maintain the bypass. Dale
and Ed stated that by law maintenance is the responsibility of the State.
4. Carol stated that a few comments were received on the lack of information about the future of Daveys
Bridge. She said that in the plan, the Daveys Bridge will remain.
5. Information regarding the effects of the addition of additional interchanges was requested, and
MaineDOT has indicated that this discussion, and the design and research needed to assess impacts, will
be part of upcoming task force meetings. Ed stated that MaineDOT will look at vehicle usage prior to
ramp design and that he sees this research starting at Stage 2.
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Don asked whether MDOT would do a design based on a simple “diamond-shaped” interchange. Dale
stated that MaineDOT’s goal is always to build the simplest connection with the smallest footprint that is
safe and meets the need 20 years into the future. Don expressed hope that MaineDOT is thinking of the
simplest design. He is concerned about the very long ramp from Route 27 that passes under the proposed
N2N8C version and passes almost to the Sheepscot River, nearly a mile, before merging. Dale stated that
MaineDOT will design it as simply as possible to meet federal and state regulations and be safe.
David King noted that Woolwich had experienced issues with MaineDOT developing designs for nonbypass related work that had higher impacts than the town thought was necessary. He asked whether
the town will have any input on intersection design. Dale stated that MaineDOT will work closely with
towns and selectmen on design and that the design process will include public meetings.
6. Carol asked whether it is true that, as someone stated at a Wiscasset public meeting, emergency
vehicles have no trouble getting through Wiscasset Village. David Nichols described how emergency
vehicles have gotten through in the past. Dale stated that it’s counterintuitive that it’s always possible to
get through Wiscasset when it’s backed up. Ross Bertram and Tom Woodin described how traffic moves
over on the bridge to allow room for emergency vehicles. Art recommended that MaineDOT contact
Roland Abbott for an accurate perspective, and the group also recommended that they check with
Robbie Hamm in Boothbay. Both run EMT operations.
7. Carol noted that there was a question about how noise is calculated and how mitigation is addressed.
Dale will email the policy to Carol, who will share with the task force. He also briefly described how
berms will be constructed to reduce noise and also help reduce construction cost by reducing demolition
waste. Dale explained that MaineDOT measures average noise on a highway and uses federal models to
model noise levels. Art described how MaineDOT has created additional wetlands for other projects and
how the addition of many frogs reduced the perception of highway noise.
Don stated that the proposal for sound mitigation was minimal and that he was hoping for more
substantial mitigation. Tom Woodin added that the DEIS did not have much information about how
noise is measured and how mitigation is modeled and predicted. Dale noted that in places where berms
are not practical, such as the flyovers to Rte. 218, there will be noise that cannot be reduced. Dale also
noted that the current noise policy has been rewritten to be easier to understand, and that it states that
remediation must be practical and reasonable. Dale will provide the policy to Carol, who will share it
with the task force.
Don asked whether the berm approach would be helpful in dealing with sound attenuation near the
Bradford House. Ed stated that the approach is in a cut and could benefit by a berm. Dale noted that
adding a berm would expand the impact area and that some individuals may prefer to give up more
property for more of a visual and noise barrier.
8. Carol noted that there was a question from Joe Cameron about vibration from the new road. Dale
stated that no problems are expected.
9. Carol noted that there was a comment about the lack of coverage and information in the DEIS
regarding the No build alternative. Dale stated that MaineDOT would repackage the No build
information in the final EIS to make assessment clearer.
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10. Carol noted that there was a question about conservation easements in Edgecomb, and that the
Edgecomb task force members were going to check on it.
11. Carol noted that there was a question about loss of tax income as a component of economic impact.
Arthur stated that the community hired a consulting firm and finished a revaluation this year. Dale stated
that MaineDOT will look at Clark’s Point to see whether adjustments can be made.
Arthur noted that interpretations of how the various routes will have an impact on a community are
important to the process. He will draft a comment before Dec. 21 and will later develop a letter with
more specifics.
Public Comments
Mr. Van Orsdell noted that driving conditions are worse tonight than he had ever experienced. He
asked how many of the task force would like to see no bypass built anywhere (no hands). He asked
how many of the task force would like to see a bypass built somewhere (all hands). He then stated that
the government is not going to fund a bypass that the public opposes, as has been clear at the public
meetings. He stated that the task force is failing in its task if it meekly accepts the “bargain basement”
and thoughtless proposals put forth by MDOT. A water route or a 20-mile bypass north of the village
would have public support. He stated that the task force cannot be ignored by MaineDOT, and they need
to exercise their power to prevent a “train wreck” before the bypass proposal gets to Washington, D.C.
He urged them to take their job seriously and send MaineDOT back to the drawing board.
A resident of Westport Island congratulated the task force and MaineDOT on a “great job” examining
every possible alternative and thanked them.
A resident of the Boothbay peninsula stated that the biggest fear of the people in Boothbay is that the
No-build alternative will be chosen.
The meeting was adjourned at 8:15.
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AGENDA
Midcoast Bypass Task Force Meeting
January 24, 2008
6:30-8:30 pm
Eddy School

1. Objective of Today’s Meeting - 5 min.					

Carol

2. Category B Comments: MaineDOT Research Overview- 15 min.

Ed/Dale

3. Category A Comments: Topic List Discussion – 30-45 min.

                                      All

4. Determine Meeting Dates/Topics  - 15 min.

                                      All

5. New Business – 15 min.

                                      Carol/All

6. Public Comments – 10 min.						

Public
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MIDCOST BYPASS TASK FORCE MEETING REPORT
January 24, 2008 6:30-8:30 pm
Eddy School, Edgecomb
Attending: Bob Faunce, Lincoln County; Don Hudson, Chewonki Foundation; Norma Dreyfus,
Friends of Coastal Preservation; Amanda Russell, Edgecomb; Joanne Cameron, Edgecomb; Tom
Woodin, Boothbay Harbor; Pat Hudson, Newcastle; Tom Eichler, Sheepscot Valley Conservation
Associates; David Bertran, Westport Island; David King Sr., Woolwich;  Doug Baston, Alna; Arthur
Faucher, Wiscasset; Dave Nichols, Wiscasset; Jaimie Logan, Boothbay Regional Chamber; Barry
Johnston, Edgecomb; Ed Hanscom, MaineDOT; Dale Doughty, MaineDOT; Carol Morris, Morris
Communications; Kat Fuller, MaineDOT; Peter Kleskovic, FHWA.
Objective of Today’s Meeting:
Carol opened the meeting, saying that the objective tonight is to hear thoughts and comments about the
Wiscasset DEIS public comments binders the Task Force members have received. She said the goal is to
end the meeting with a plan for the topics the Task Force wanted to weigh in on, and a timeline on when
to discuss them. MaineDOT has a pivotal role to play, as they will have to produce research on these
items; they have brought a timeline to give idea of how this might play out.
Carol then went over the agenda and explained that Category A comments were those that she had
thought the Task Force would like to weigh in on, Category B were those that required action or research
from MaineDOT but not necessarily Task Force review, and Category C were those that did not require
action.
Category B Comments: MaineDOT Research Overview:
Ed: The comments we received from federal agencies (Army Corps of Engineers, NOAA, US Fish and
Wildlife, EPA, etc) are fairly typical of what MaineDOT gets on projects such as this. The Army Corps
has requested additional information on eelgrass for example, and they have questioned why they have
not yet received a permit application. We will be meeting with them as well as the other agencies at our
monthly interagency meeting to understand where they come from on some of their comment and talk
about how we can address them.
The Army Corps understands that we have a Phase One sign off, and the reason we didn’t move to the
next phase is because of this Task Force process – our need to understand the comments that we have
received and get context for them.
Don Jones: The question I noticed is that they were suggesting not actually issuing decision on LEDPA
for years, maybe not until construction.
Dale: I didn’t interpret it as that. I believe that the Army Corps thought our process would take longer.
We don’t want the department to recommend an alternative, have FHWA agree, and then have a different
determination on the LEDPA.
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Don: So you agree it is essential we have LEDVA before the decision.
Dale/Ed: Yes.
Dale: Their comment is an allusion to bringing the systems into a parallel track. They want to put to
together so we are on the same timeframe.
Carol: When will you start working with the agencies on this issue?
Dale: Very soon, at our next interagency meeting. One of the next activities is to work on the permit
application, on the components that we can provide today. The Army Corps understands that we are
working this process slightly differently.
Carol: Any other questions? No? Are there any other topics you feel the Task Force wants to be on the
discussion list?
*****Talk about individual ones? (blue shirt)
Carol: Well, the individual comments in Cat C are fairly brief opinion or preference, then there are
individual’s comments that have more information, for example, we should take this action because
reason X, Y and Z. A lot of those more detailed comments were placed Category A, including new
alignment proposals and specific comments about solving congestion problems in the village.
Carol: Are there any thoughts from environmental stakeholders? I know there was a lot here to go
through.
Dale: How about giving people the option to email anything regarding issues in Section B to Carol over
the next week.
All: Agreed.
Bob Faunce: I don’t recall where, but in several places, agency comments were in conflict with each
other. Will this be internally resolved or…?
Dale: That’s why we have the interagency meetings, to understand each other’s point of view. They’re
looking at it from their agency’s point of view. One is more concerned about historic properties, others
on wetlands. They also understand the perspective of other agencies. Some have specific regulatory
standards, etc. We’ll report back to you on that.
Category A Comments: Topic List Discussion:
Carol: The first issue I listed for Task Force discussion is the Traffic Diversion Analysis. In this section
there is one letter from Don Jones, and one from Nigel Colder, talking about that issue from two
different angles. It seemed important that that this analysis be above reproach, as so many opinions used
this analysis as a foundation.
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The second issue I saw is the possible addition of Interchanges on a bypass alternative - we’ve known
that’s an issue from the beginning.
Third, the whole Englebrekt Rd, and Davis Island comments, essentially that MaineDOT didn’t
categorize as a neighborhood, potentially missed historic buildings, etc. Also, there were several
comments (at meetings), that since the DEIS was developed there has been more developments on
Davis Island, that there are water and sewer rights along Rte. 1 north of the island, with other potential
developments that are not at permit stage yet. We need to look at this area again so that the final EIS will
take into account the future of the area. Edgecombe and MaineDOT can work together for this.
Dale: This is what Task Force is for; Augusta can’t understand the neighborhood or the vision for Davis
Island.
Amanda: How do you do that (the research)?
Dale: I don’t think the MaineDOT can know what you’re planning for there. If you can explain the
vision, we’ll work with it. In terms of Englebrekt Road, we’d like to sit down with you and say, “This
is the criteria for a neighborhood, why did we not see it?” and then bring it back to the Task Force. We
need to know what your citizens are seeing that we’re not.
Carol: It will be important to talk with your town planner, etc., decide what do you see twenty years
from now?
Amanda: We can give you present ordinances that define the vision.
Dale: That’s what we want.
Carol: We also want to make sure we don’t forget the Eddy road comments.
Jo Cameron: There are concerns that its a danger and cannot fruitfully be changed, except expanding
where it enters into Rte. 1, but it a causeway and you can’t change it.
Barry: Any change at the intersection would help. Lots of crashes (blue water, car, sky) in that area,
because depth perception is difficult.
Carol: The fourth issue is the thing we heard the most: you haven’t convinced us that enough was done
in downtown to try to solve the problem there. We heard this both from people who want a bypass now,
not in ten years and from people who don’t want a bypass at all.
Finally, in regard to other proposed alternatives, I talked to Dale earlier today and what DOT would like
to do is look at any new alternatives, develop some analysis, and come back to the Task Force. We’ve
looked at a lot of alternatives already. But we will look at these based on the criteria we have been using
and look for fatal flaws, of which one can be cost. If there are no fatal flaws, we will look at it deeper.
David Bertran: A lot of the no build comments, I’d say 80 percent, we had already looked at during this
process. I haven’t seen much that is new or earthshaking in the comments.
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Norma Dreyfus: With people that I talk to at SPCA, people are concerned that various things have not
been pursued in the no build option. I think that is the real issue.
Tom Woodin: How did you distinguish between Category A and Category B?
Carol: Category A includes comments with substantial input on existing alignment choices. Category B
includes suggestions on new alignments, such as the VanOrsdell proposal, which MaineDOT will have
to vet.
Don Jones: The key word is new?
Carol: Exactly. Thank you.
Did anyone find anything else find anything for disc?
Jo: The topics are broad categories, and cover most items. The Rte. 1/27 interchange is of great
importance to Edgecomb. Something should be done no matter where the bypass is.
Bob: Going back to the first item, traffic diversion, do federal rules require that specific analysis
procedure, is that dictated?
Dale: Not dictated, but it is appropriate state-of-the-art methodology.
Bob: When I looked at it as a math exercise, trying to quantify the exercise when everything is
qualitative, I had a hard time agreeing that the worst diversions were as bad as the “best alternative.” I
guess I could be convinced but right now I believe that adding a minute to a trip should not be a deciding
factor.
Dale: I think that one thing we talk about is the schedule. We will want to spend a night on just that
analysis: The attributes, how to influence driver behavior, all help us decide whether an extra minute is a
user cost or not, for all the stated reasons.
Carol: And if after that explanation, you need more, we’ll go from there
Bob: I just want people to understand better, that that’s really the best way to estimate the difference.
Dale: We’ll schedule a meeting primarily on that.
Carol: Others?
Don Jones: A number of the comments could be moved into other sections. Can I go through them?
Under A, from Frank Barnako- “I don’t think you guys noticed my house,” belongs under B for
MaineDOT to deal with.
Carol: That letter had more than one topic, which is why it was placed in the A section. I think, also that
Mr. Barnako’s specific question to DOT, which made it a B-type letter, has been handled by Ed already.
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Ed: What happened, his property was between the two alternatives on Clark’s hill. He wasn’t being
directly affected. The Ice Pond people informed him he would be, so he sent us a letter. I have spoken
with him.
Don: Another is Morrison Bonpasse’s, which I think belongs in interim and long-term solutions.
Carol: Okay. He’s got several letters - we will move it.
Don: In official Task Force comments, there was a statement from Newcastle. Is it correct or not that any
alternatives cut off of Rte. 1 access from Cochran Rd.?
Carol: Pat Hudson is here, and that was her comment, so she can clarify if necessary.
Dale: There was no intent to cut off Cochran Rd.
Pat: It looked to us as if the route was bound to cut off access to Rte. 1 and people on Cochran Road
would have to use Station road to get to Rte. 1.
Ed: There are three types of connection with Rte. 1. N8c connects with Davis Island, in which case
Cochran Road would still have access. N2F-1 would take Rte. 1 traffic on the bypass and bring it around
to rejoin just west of Cochran Road.
Carol: So it would still come out onto Rte. 1?
Ed: Yes. Now other way would be between Englebrekt Rd. and cross rod, going through the area just
north of the post office. Cochran Rod would still have access to Rte. 1 and carry local traffic.
Pat: We weren’t sure from the maps.
Dale: That’s good to clarify. It was work a comment.
Carol: Thanks Don, what else?
Don: Under the B section, where you have comments from the Mozinskis on such things as downtown
truck traffic, I’d like to see that discussed under A. It seems like a key issue that speaks to several of the
decisions. A lot of people were concerned about that.
Carol: That’s good.
Don: Another comment in same category, B, one comment from a fellow named Tom Nadeau, let’s just
say that I agree with him. It was difficult to post comments online. He wasn’t able, neither was I.  If I
wasn’t committed, I would have given up.
Carol: Well, of course many people did get through, but there was a intermittent glitch that was a
problem, yes. I was not happy about that.
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Don: It should be arranged so that comments shouldn’t blank out if it doesn’t go through, so people
don’t have to start from scratch.
Carol: Absolutely.
Don: Page 2 was missing for Ken Rendell. He is the only person who is in twice.
Carol: One comment was very specifically DOT oriented (on takings) but he also covered broader
issues. The missing page is part of your handouts.
Don: My final comment is same section, James McQuaid, had comments on the bikeway issue. I’d like
to move those to Cat. A to stimulate discussion.
Carol: Okay, we’ll do that.
Bob: At public hearings, people brought up a pedestrian overpass in the Village. In the future, can DOT
bring a sketch of it and talk about why or why not it’s feasible?
Carol: That was mentioned numerous times. I have sent Ed a document that summarized all the
downtown suggestions, and we will be going through every single one.
Bob: It also is coming up in Letters to the Editor.
Dale: There are physical considerations for the pedestrian overpass.
Norma: I’m interesting in seeing the extent that various traffic mitigation proposals would have on the
construction project. If successful, might they delay construction?
Carol: I think that is the crux of the discussion we will be having regarding all the downtown
suggestions.
Should we move to setting meeting dates and topics?
Arthur: Did you dig across opposite Red’s to find the water table level?
Dale: It is typical, it changes in different places, the level rises with sand. In clay, may rise .5 foot. In the
land surface it’s down 2-4 feet.
Determine Meeting Dates/Topics:
Ed: What we handed out is a timeline for Category A subjects. It shows across the top 17 weeks, listed
by Friday of each week. At each block, you can see when we could have a meeting on the topic.
Amanda: If the Task Force met two weeks after the date you have indicated, then you’d have the
information available?
Ed: Yes.
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Doug: Does this mean that for the interchange discussion we will only be talking engineering use and
benefit? Why just those two parameters?
Ed: We would look at that for the first meeting. Once you see that, we can hear what you’re interested in
pursuing and we will look at other impacts and the human element. It will be a two-stage process. Look
at traffic benefit, the rough implications, then go back and see deeper implications.
Carol: This could even be broken up into three meetings. This is a big one, we’re not going to
shortchange it.
Doug: This is all a two-stage process. You as DOT need to look at what is best for the state of Maine,
and then second, what are the benefits and drawbacks to each of the towns. We want minimum impact
on the towns.
Dale: I agree. We’re speaking the same language. We want to find the best technical solution, and then
look at human/environmental issues.
Carol: Logically, we might decide to look at this from the biggest issues to the smallest, for example,
look at new route ideas first. But those are a lot of work for DOT, so that puts us in March before we
start and we lose momentum. This way may be more confusing as we will be looking at items out
of order, but we just have to accept the fact that progress will be incremental and we will not get a
conclusion at every meeting.
Dale: The tax issue is not listed on here. We need to look at the mill rates and assessed values to see if
they are accurate.
Carol: This is the loss of tax revenue based on takings of residences and businesses. This was a
Wiscasset issue. Does it need to be discussed with the Task Force?
Amanda: I want to be a part of that, just to know what going on.
Tom Woodin: Not really.
Dale: Perhaps we can have a separate meeting with Edgcomb and Wiscasset and report back. (This was
agreed upon.)
A question was asked regarding the limited potential tax increase from a bypass if the road is limited
access over the whole loop – where would this business enhancement take place?
Dale: Some would say that if you bypass Wiscasset downtown and have access over the bridge to Davis
Island, it would boost the attractiveness of these locations to business. It could have a long-term positive
effect.
A Task Force member commented that Damariscotta and Belfast are examples of this.
Arthur: Are there any case studies of before and after bypasses?
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Kat Fuller: There are some but they are not very comparable. We can do another quick search.
Dale: On Wilson St. in Bangor, they were concerned about losing pass-by traffic. So they went to MDI,
took out business ads, subsidizing it through the city. This reminded people that the businesses were
there. The identity of the area started to grow. You need a find a vision for the city and capitalize on it.
Doug: I have a thesis: the effect of large public works projects are worse in practice than in imagining.
Bob: The Conway bypass is a good example.
Dale: Maybe this would be a good topic to get regional planners to come in to talk about. Bob, let’s
discuss that later.
A Task Force member commented that this would be good for selectmen of the communities to hear as
well.
Carol: My other question is on the Edgecomb land use issues: do we want to work directly with
Edgecombe and then report back or….?
Bob: How could we not be in on that? All of us should hear about that issue.
Amanda: I think it should be down at our Town Hall.  We can have an interim meeting, DOT and
Edgecomb, do the initial homework to bring back here to a meeting.
Carol: Let’s get these scheduled. Should we meet every two weeks? (General concurrence)
After discussion, the following schedule was agreed to, with all meetings taking place on Thursdays at
6:30 on an every-two-weeks basis starting February 7. Locations are to-be-determined.
Meeting Schedule/Topics
Feb. 7:             Traffic Diversion Analysis
Feb. 21:
Complete Traffic Diversion, Begin Interchange if possible
March 6:
Interchange
Mar 20:
Complete Interchange
April 3:
Downtown Village issues
April 17:
TBD
May 1:
TBD
There was some final discussion that when the proposed “new” alignments are looked at, that much has
changed in the years since they were last assessed, which will need to be taken ‘into consideration.’
New Business
Carol: Those of you who got my email today know there is a request to add an organization called
R.O.A.D. to the Task Force. Morrison Bonpasse and Frank Risell are the co-chairs. They came to most
of meetings. I have provided you with the email request that includes my questions regarding who they
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represent, if they are an established organization, what new point of view they would represent. This
would be a MaineDOT decision, but they would like feedback from the Task Force regarding if they
think this group would be helpful.
A Task Force member asked if we need more people, expressing the opinion that the group is already
very large.
Another Task Force member indicated that he favored including the group, because their position of nobuild is under-represented.
A Task Force member said that, on the other hand, most of us have been here from beginning, and that
position has never been under-represented. She would worry about the next group and next group who
would ask. She suggested providing R.O.A.D. with e-mail from meetings.
Another Task Force member indicated that ROAD is not a 501c3, as all the other organizations are, who
also represent many more people. She mentioned that there are other similar organizations (SERC) that
opted not to be part of the Task Force because they felt the organizations represented were sufficient.
A Task Force member said they can come to meetings, make comments, the meetings are open. We have
to draw a line.
It was noted. that ROAD can also work through their town representatives.
Carol: Anything else?
Art: No.
Amanda: What are we supposed to accomplish by looking at these letters?
Carol: Lets take the first topic that’s been separated out. Traffic diversion is clearly an issue.
MaineDOT’s role will be to explain to the group how the analysis was reached, and you as group will
respond.
Amanda: Are we supposed to be amateur engineers?
Carol: No. But the DEIS is a technical document, and in some cases the message is not clear to the
public. The DOT needs your help to clarify and help tell them what to do: is the information just unclear,
or is it inadequate? If it doesn’t make the case clearly, what information is needed to make it clear. For
example, the DOT believes that the no-build option does not meet the need. The information in the DEIS
is not compelling enough for the public to believe this. Your job is to ask “why” if you don’t understand
or accept the information.
A Task Force member asked if DOT is looking for the Task Force’s reaction to the public reaction. Dale
replied “yes”.
It is our reaction to the reaction.
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Arthur: Is the Dept of Interior available to explain their comments? I have some questions. Do they do
that?
Dale: We could do that for you. We can bring our environmental staff in, who are professionals in this, to
answer your questions.
Carol: Anything else?
Don: To what extent and how many of the commenters will receive individual responses from the
department? if any? What are the criteria?
Ed: Comments that are substantive – that offer more than a simple opinion, such as those in Categories A
and B, will be answered in the final EIS.
Dale: We are looking at sending a card to those who commented, with information about the Task Force
and web site so they can follow this process.
The meeting ended at 8:10 pm.
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AGENDA
Midcoast Bypass Task Force Meeting
February 7, 2008
6:30-8:30 pm
1st Congregational Church

1. Introduction – 5 minutes							
2. Presentation: Traffic Diversion Analysis - 20 minutes   

Carol

                                        Ed/Dale

3. Discussion: 1 hour

                           All

4. Next Steps: 10 minutes

                           All

6. Public Comments – 10 min.						

Public
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MIDCOAST BYPASS TASK FORCE MEETING REPORT
February 7, 2008
6:30-8:30 pm
st
1 Congregational Church
Attending: Bob Faunce, Lincoln County; Amanda Russell, Edgecomb; Dave Bertran, Westport; Ross Edwards,
Boothbay; Tom Woodin, Boothbay Harbor; Pat Hudson, Newcastle; Tom Eichler, Sheepscot Valley Conservation
Association; Arthur Faucher (meeting conflict; arrived late), Wiscasset; Don Jones, Wiscasset; Barry Johnston,
Edgecomb; Ed Hanscom, MaineDOT; Dale Doughty, MaineDOT; Carol Morris, Morris Communications; Mark
Hasselmann, FHWA.
The meeting began at 6:32 pm.
Introduction
Carol Morris announced that the primary agenda item would be a presentation and discussion of the traffic
diversion analysis contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor
Study, and turned the meeting over to Ed Hanscomb.
Traffic Diversion analysis
(PowerPoint presentation also available soon: click here)
Don Jones: Can we ask questions during the presentation?
Ed Hanscom: Just clarifying questions, please.
Ed Hanscomb: Traffic assignment is a transportation-planning tool used to estimate the amount of traffic in a
road network. We don’t know immediately what the impact of a new road will have on the network. The first step
is to develop a trip table, which is a spreadsheet that indicates how many trips go through the study area, from
origin to destination. A network is made up of links: segments of the network that have a specific length, speed
and capacity. Nodes are where segments meet. This network (shown on the slide) has six roads ad three nodes
(intersections).
Ed: The trip table (shown on the slide) is in gray between the origin zones and the destination zones. The column
in orange is the total of all trip origins. The green row represents destinations. The table shows cars entering and
exiting the system and it shows the total number of trips in the matrix.
Ed: There are a several different methods of traffic assignment. One is All-or-nothing; others are Incremental
Capacity Restraint and Equilibrium Capacity Restraint. The key to all is that every link has a capacity so you can’t
put more cars on a link than capacity allows.
Ed: In All-or-nothing, all trips between the origin and destination are loaded onto the same route. When there is
no congestion, this is the shortest quickest route. The downside is that this is less realistic than other methods,
especially with a congested network. A network with All-or-nothing works best is when there are no other routes
to choose from. Adding additional links adds different choices for the traveler. Every link has a capacity, which
is the maximum number of vehicles a link can have. When traffic is loaded up to a link, speed decreases and so
travel time increases. More cars means less ability to travel the speed you wish. Traffic slows as traffic volume
increases on each link. Travel time on the route increases. Many travelers prefer the shortest travel time when
driving to business appointments, time drives travel.
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Ed: In Incremental Capacity Restraint, you load traffic onto the network in increments – or layers - of traffic.
Look at the chart to see what happens to travel times in the network. When there is no traffic on the road, after
the first trip is loaded, traffic may slow up some. We tend to add large increments into the model first, and then as
the network gets nearer capacity, we add smaller, finer increments. Everything changes as the layers are added.
We then look at the shortest route and we will find that the shortest trip might be another, longer route due to the
traffic loading.
Task Force member: If a driver makes a judgment that the shorter route and another route are both loaded and will
take a lot of time, then what?
Ed: That gets into equilibrium.
Task Force member: How does the driver decide?
Ed: You are getting to the flaws in this model, so this is the reason why we don’t use it.
Ed: The number of trips on a link influence the speed and travel time. Equilibrium is reached even when some
travelers don’t consider travel time. Other reasons for choosing a route include following route numbers for
navigation, or preferring scenic routes. On the network shown, in trips between F and A the equilibrium is a
balancing act. There are two competitive routes.
Task Force member: What about distances?
Ed: Yes, people do figure in distance but not always travel time. For example, city people think in terms of time
because of the amount of congestion they deal with – the travel time varies over the same distance depending on
the time of day. In northern Maine, people tend to talk in terms of miles because there is no congestion. There
is lots of congestion in Wiscasset. The equilibrium assignment is to fine-tune the estimate for those trips where
there is a competitive choice. Route 1 traffic headed toward Boothbay and the reverse are 80% of river crossing
trips, which is big part of the puzzle. Eighty percent of traffic coming from Route 1 is crossing the river and going
beyond Route 27, or they are going south on the Boothbay peninsula.
Ed: Let’s do an exercise to see how an equilibrium assignment works with people’s preference. On the board
there are four types of travelers and two routes between destinations A and B. The route is the same length and the
same travel time for both routes when there is no congestion and also when there is congestion. When the first car
gets on each road, travel times are the same. One traveler, “P”, travels the westerly route because there is a park
along this route and they like the scenery. Traveler “R” likes to stay on same route number when traveling, for
navigation reasons, so they choose the easterly route. For traveler “T”, travel time is what is important, so he or
she will always choose the quickest route. Traveler “V” like architecture, so they like to see the historic buildings
on the village located on the easterly route. So if there are 10 people, how many choose the scenic route. (The
group answered “1”.) How many choose to travel according to the route number? (Group: 1). How many are
driven by travel time? (The group said “7”.) That leaves one for traveling through the village. In general, park
people always choose P, Route number people always choose the route number, and village number is fixed as
well. Travel time people know there is more traffic on this route, so they go the other way.
Task Force member: Isn’t the entire decision making done at point A?
Ed: You can’t make that judgment at that point, but you don’t always choose the right (quickest) route, so they
draw on their experience.
Task Force member: Residents and tourists make different decisions, but residents decide what to do based on the
tourists.
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Ed: We have five units of traffic here and five units here so we have equilibrium. Leaf peeping season changes it
around but it will still end up with equilibrium.
Carol: Are you saying that locals will have a sense of knowledge of where people are going to be?
Ed: Sure, around here people have certain routes they go in winter, but in summer they know its more congested
so they will use the back road
Tom Woodin: I’m not sure that really works, 50/50 with variables changing on daily basis.
Don: What are the variables?
Ed: In summertime, you might have more of the “route number” and “park” types, who take a road that isn’t the
fastest. Locals find a road with a shorter travel time, where tourists stay on the main roads.
Dave Bertram: Can you influence this with how you designate roads?
Ed: Yes, you can designate business route, versus a through path.
Dave: It doesn’t matter where you put a bypass, if you put three lights in downtown, everyone will take the
bypass.
Ed: Yes, if you had a longer route with faster speeds then there will be equilibrium.
Dave: What about GPS navigation? How is that factored in?
Ed: It wasn’t, and it will give tourists local knowledge that they wouldn’t normally have.
Ed: Daily models are based on the trip table for a full day’s traffic. The Wiscasset study is an equilibrium
assignment for each hour of the day. It gives us a better estimate of 24-hour volume. We get the whole picture and
we can do a seasonal analysis as well. This is a curve for each of the alternative bypass routes, we have put only
three in the diagram: the existing route and the nearest and farthest bypass routes. The X-axis is travel time; Y-axis
is volume in vehicles per hour. There are 1,900 VPH (vehicles per hour) on the existing route. We are showing
extremes, which is more useful as an illustration. Each route has a different starting point on the axis when
there is no traffic. The existing route through the village has a flatter slope on the graph because it has friction,
with driveways, intersections, trees, buildings, pedestrian and traffic crossing, parking, etc. Because of those
items that cause friction, the traffic time (travel time) increases more quickly. The bypass routes are controlled
access. No driveways, 8-ft. shoulders, travel lanes, less sharp curves, etc. This gives them a steeper slope on the
graph, meaning travel time doesn’t change much for first few people who use it. Until you get 2/3 of capacity
on a controlled access road like this, traffic will still go very fast. The bypass is two lanes, one lane each way, so
drivers can’t pass much as volume goes up.
Dave: The Davey Bridge line starts at five and maxes out at 1,900 cars, which is 11.5 minutes of travel time?
What am I reading?
Ed: This is the travel time to get through the study area. From here to here is an 11-minute trip, even with 1,800
vehicles in an hour’s time.
Tom Woodin: These are constructed as all being independent at this point. If you know there are 1,000 cars you
can go up and find the average travel time between two routes.
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Ed: Stop lights will change traffic times by a minute maybe and shift the lines, therefore they will increase the
amount of traffic diverted.
Carol: So this is the best and worst case scenarios in terms of the traffic diversion on the bypass routes - but they
don’t look that far apart.
Ed: At 2,000 cars an hour it will be close to 6 minutes to get through the study area, and it will be evenly split.
The N8c route is more competitive - at least it has a slight time advantage over the other bypass routes for the
people who depend on travel time. Some through-traffic will use the existing village route and others won’t.
Bob Faunce: Assuming 1,000 vehicle trips, how many will go on the Davey Bridge and how many on N8c?
Ed: You only start using the bypass due to friction, but tonight, when there’s no traffic, you would use the bridge.
People who are concerned about travel time will take the bypass. Travel time will be about the same with no
traffic, but bypass drivers will travel at 50 mph and bridge drivers closer to 30 mph.
Task Force member: At the 1,000 volume, what’s the split between Davey and the two bypass routes shown?
Ed: It will be something like 800 on the existing route and 200 on the bypass.
Ed: There are also different methods we can use to affect the diversion. Route signing will cause travelers to use
a different route. This is more for people who are unfamiliar with the roads. As travelers become more familiar,
they will use a shorter route. An example in Maine: When the I-95 and I-295 route numbers changed. The route
through Brunswick is faster in time, cheaper in tolls and shorter in miles. But we found that when we changed
the route that goes through Lewiston to I-95, 2,000 cars a day shifted over from using the Brunswick route (now
I-295) just because they wanted to stay with the same route number. But over time, the shift erodes. The effects
can be temporary.
Ed: Another method is traffic calming. Traffic calming slows vehicles down and increases travel time, keeping
the traffic from going too fast or too slow. This can be affected by traffic signals, angled parking, etc. These all
increase travel time, which will change equilibrium. It will have a permanent effect on route choice. If the signals
are there, they slow traffic down.
Don Jones: Wiscasset has been under the impression that we will get some traffic calming after the bypass, but to
do it now it will worsen the congestion.
Ed: Traffic calming wouldn’t affect the numbers for the route alternatives.
Task Force member: Yes they would, but proportionately?
Task Force member: It would shift the village curve. It would shift the physical characteristics of the curve.
Ed: Yes, it would flatten the village curve, which would shift traffic away from village onto the bypass.
Don: You haven’t mentioned intermittent delays such as train passings, left turns, or pedestrians. (On discussion,
it was agreed that right now, trains do not happen often.)
Dave: Things need to be slowed down in town. People talk about congestion, but the danger when there is no
congestion is worse. People go too fast through the village and over the bridge, it is hard to see and dangerous to
pull out. It needs to be addressed.
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Don: During the least busy times is when traffic goes fastest through village, which is a difficult time to get out
of side streets because of limited sight distance. Assuming we build a bypass, we need to ensure there are trafficcalming measures.
Dale: A component of all this could be building impedances that turn Main St. into a walkable Main St.
Carol: The upcoming Gateway 1 Scenic Assessment of the corridor recommends a median in middle of Main St.
to make it more pedestrian-friendly. It all depends on what the town wants Main St. to look like.
Bob Faunce: The analysis looks like it is for passenger vehicles only. What about trucks? I’m assuming that all
trucks will use the bypass. How do you account for that or is it anecdotal?
Ed: It is not explicitly accounted for. Some of those trucks may be driven by the kind of person who goes by route
number, although they are accountable for that 80%. You can consider making the bypass a truck route.
Dale: We need to think about what downtown vs. the bypass ought to be like. The model is equilibrium-based. But
trucks are not good for a downtown area and trucks don’t like downtowns either.
Don: I would like to get a tentative commitment that whatever route is chosen, DOT will restrict trucks from the
downtown.
Dale: When the bypass route is chosen, it becomes the state road, but both can remain state highways. Art (Arthur
Faucher, Wiscasset town manager) would petition for the DOT to restrict trucks on the village section. This can
happen as long as there are competing routes.
Carol: Has it ever happened that a town has taken on a state road?
Dale: It is unusual, but it happens.
Don: The Wiscasset Transportation Committee has recommended that Federal Street become a town way from the
Rte 218 interchange to Main Street in order to restrict trucks.
Dale: That could be possible and is something we can look at.
General Discussion
Don: How do you arrive at the shape of curves and data behind the curves?
Ed: The curves were developed using Federal Highway Administration methodology for evaluating transportation
investments. There are curves for freeways and arterials and this one would be close to a rural controlled access
curve - not as vertical as a freeway. These are used to estimate speeds on roads; there is a mile difference
between N8c and N2h. That makes a dramatic difference in a study. We are dealing with 80% of the traffic
being influenced from point A to point B. Traffic crossing the river is affected. Daily numbers show N8c very
competitive at low volume hours as well as high volume hours, N2h, shows not as much diversion at low volume
hours as peak hours such as 4-5 pm. The difference between N8c is not as great. Because the two alternatives are
the same type of road, the same curve is used for both. That’s why the two have the same shape.
Dave: If the village route took a minute longer, then either of the two routes would be more attractive to a driver the difference wouldn’t be that great.
Bob: How important is the difference, 1,200 VPH, one is 23 seconds longer?
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Dale: That’s a judgment thing. We have to balance the good and the bad - if the average traveler loses a minute
or two or five, what might that mean for user cost, what is the economic context. Then, take the same minute and
what that might mean for the carbon discharge. It is all a societal value judgment.
Ed: In the DEIS, there is some mobility benefit information. All the alternatives are going to benefit the village
route in terms of avoided backup and congestion. All alternatives take care of the backup, a million vehicle hours
per year. The bulk of the benefit is the same for all alternatives. The longer alternatives will force vehicles to use
more gas.
Dale: We can look at Chapter 4 in the DEIS, along with air quality issues next time. It’s the accumulative over a
very long time that is important, other than the small increment. Don: The use of the term free flow travel. I don’t
think the there will be free flow traffic at any time downtown.
Ed: Free flow travel time means when there is no other traffic out there. In the wee hours of the morning, for
example.
Don: Where there is a train or a pedestrian, this is going to interfere with the term “free flowing” traffic… I
have a postulate. I believe that the uncertainty of the traffic situation on Main St. will tend to drive people to the
certainty of the bypass. I postulate that some drivers would be willing to risk the possible delays of going through
the village instead of remaining on the bypass, IF the theoretical benefit in time saved exceeds two minutes.
Ed: The curves and shapes are based on empirical data. We measure speed by moving with the flow of traffic
along a route, with a passenger recording the time at checkpoints to measure speed. We average this together for
an average travel time based on the type of road. Speed adjustment factors aren’t tested along the actual route.
Don: How can we be sure the set of speed adjustment factors closely represent the conditions in Wiscasset?
Ed: They are from information taken in a location similar to Wiscasset, a 25 mph village setting.
Don: The hill is significant and there is a combination of many things that are unique and different, including the
S-curve, the post office, left-turning traffic. Plus, there is the new right-hand turn south of town. That’s why I’m
questioning the set of speed adjustments as to whether or not it fits for Wiscasset. We should use field data from
Wiscasset. If we don’t, I think the model cannot be perceived to be accurate.
Amanda Russell: I don’t think the fact that Wiscasset has too many pedestrians for traffic to flow smoothly is all
that different from other places with traffic problems in the United States.
Ross Edwards: I don’t think we need to be that accurate.
Carol: If the Task Force would like, Don can have a one-on-one meeting at DOT to go into this level of detail.
That depends on what you want to do. Do you want to continue this topic at the next meeting?
(There was group discussion and general agreement that the Task Force should continue the discussion as a
group at the February 21 meeting.)
Carol: Okay. So what do you want DOT to bring to the next meeting – what will be our topic of discussion?
Dave: We should see another set of curves assuming some traffic calming in the village. If we take add the
following things (traffic light, other traffic calming), how would that affect the curve?
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Dale: Yes, we will do that, and also include taking the truck traffic out of the village. We will also bring the
information on air quality I mentioned earlier.
Carol: So we will continue this topic for next meeting with more curves that reflect traffic calming and truck
diversion, air quality information, and another Q&A session.
Public Comment
Member of the public: I live on Federal St. in Wiscasset? If there is a bypass, will there be a four corners coming
off the bypass on that road?
Dale: Right now there are no intersections, but if there were any they would not be four corners but an overpass.
However, that conversation (on intersections) will start either at the next meeting on Feb. 21 or the one after.
Carol: You are welcome to attend.
The meeting ended at 8:38 pm.
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Midcoast Bypass Task Force Meeting
February 21, 2008
6:30-8:30 pm
st
1 Congregational Church, Wiscasset

AGENDA
1. Update: Traffic Diversion Analysis Process                         
Carol/Dale
2. Traffic Diversion Analysis: Revised Data including
Downtown Traffic Calming, New Air Quality Data
                                    Dale/Ed/All
3. Interchange Analysis: Initial interchange utilization

                                    Ed/All

4. Public Comment							
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Midcoast Bypass Task Force
Meeting Report
February 21, 2008
1st Congregational Church, Wiscasset
Attending: Norma Dreyfus, Friends of Coastal Preservation; Tom Woodin, Boothbay Harbor; Don
Jones, Wiscasset; Dave Bertran, Westport Island; Pat Hudson, Newcastle; Dave King Sr., Woolwich;
David Nichols, Wiscasset; Bob Faunce, Lincoln County; Jo Cameron, Edgecomb; Amanda Russell,
Edgecomb; Dick Thomas, Chewonki Foundation; Ross Edwards, Boothbay; Dale Doughty, MaineDOT;
Ed Hanscom, MaineDOT, Mark Hasselman, FHWA; Carol Morris, Morris Communications
The meeting began at 6:32 pm.
Update: Traffic Diversion Analysis Process
Dale: After the last meeting, Carol spoke with the Task Force members who had most strongly expressed
the desire to continue to look at this analysis (Don, Bob and Amanda) in order to make sure we were
able to address their specific concerns. We then talked with Federal Highway and decided to use their
services to have a peer review done on the analysis, in order to put everyone’s concerns at rest. To make
sure that the analysis is appropriate to this level of project, we will look at other types of analysis taking
place in other parts of the country. What is important to MaineDOT and also to Mark (FHWA) is that we
can assure the sustainability of any new analysis we do in the face of any legal challenge.
Carol: Do you know yet what the time frame for this will be?
Dale; No. Calls have been made to see if this can be accommodated. Gerald (Varney, FHWA) is
optimistic. The trouble is that travel demand modeling is really only done by two people in the state and
as I said, any new analysis must be able to meet a legal challenge.
Carol: In other words, any new process that is used without a precedent could potentially be the route for
a legal challenge, even if this new process was done for all the right reasons.
Task Force member: Are we doing anything that was not done before?
Dale: Not yet, but when modeling the traffic diversions, we would need precedent. Our Federal Highway
partners can help us with this.
Task Force member: If you don’t do something new, you’ll end up with the same problems.
Dale: Exactly.
Dale: In general, in our existing analysis, we have chosen rigorous travel time as a model. Is that
appropriate in this case? Wiscasset has been called unique by some. Is that true? Are there techniques
being used that are more appropriate, and if so, how do we use them?
Bob Faunce: At the meeting at Eddy School we talked about the possibility of looking at economic
development – does a bypass spur development where it starts and ends, at the nodes. We were thinking
that Conway might be a good example to analyze. I have not been able to find anything on that.
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Dale: NCHRP has a couple of bypass analysis documents where the results are indeterminate – some
places are bypassed with great successes, some not. What I have seen shows that successful growth
occurs when a place has a vision of what it is and can market that. Wiscasset is a definite place. I hope
we can find something that supports this.
Bob: In Conway there were specific development problems where Route 16 was maxed out, both traffic
and land. The bypass opened up land without traffic constraints. Does this have relevance? For example,
Route 1 in Wiscasset south of the proposed bypass has potential to upgrade or densify.
Dale: The next task force meeting is in two weeks, let’s see what we find.
Carol: Okay, shall we move to Ed’s presentation?
Dale: One more point I want to make. I want to talk about the difference between the alternatives, the
difference in benefits. The biggest difference is between no-build and any of the alternatives. Carol and
I have talked about this, and I want to make sure everyone is clear: these alternatives are the finalists,
they’re all close in terms of the traffic benefits they offer.  The decision will be based on all the impacts,
environmental, etc., not just traffic alone. The chart points this out. No-build is way to one side, while all
the alternatives have a relatively similar effect. They are clustered together - they are all finalists because
their benefit is similar. All factors will weigh into the decision on the alternative. The relative differences
are small compared to no-build.
TRAFFIC DIVERSION ANALYSIS
Ed passed out charts from the DEIS showing volume/travel time curves, VMT and VHT by alternative,
and emissions analysis.
Ed: Any questions about the table?
Carol: Why don’t you walk us through it?
Ed: The top exhibit shows vehicle miles traveled by alternative (for 2030). On a summer day, it shows
the annual total, and the change in annual total. We are showing you here the number of miles traveled
and the number of hours traveled under no-build and under each of the alternatives. Since each bypass
alternative is a longer route than the existing route, the VMT (vehicle miles traveled) increases. But
because people will travel faster on any of the bypass routes, the VHT (vehicles hours traveled) is
shorter. One vehicle hour equals one vehicle in traffic for an hour, or 100 vehicles for a tenth of a mile.
The reason the VHT goes down is because the bypass would provide additional road capacity, making
it possible to avoid the backups that people experience today. Time spent in traffic adds up in vehicle
hours, if not miles.
Dale: Essentially, this chart reminds people that the difference between the alternatives is minor
compared to doing nothing.
David King: If a car is stuck in Woolwich… how do you know the length of time it takes to get through?
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Ed: If you know speeds of vehicles and distances, then time can be found. Speed is measured by our inground sensors, which measure the gap between front and back tires.
Ed: These benefits are converted on the next table to travel benefits. We measure in terms of dollar
amounts, valuing it at $12 per vehicle hour and fifteen cents per vehicle mile. The VMT goes up because
people have to travel further… this creates negative benefit. This is relatively small compared to the time
benefits. We also look at the change in crash numbers - looking at crash rates now vs. with a proposed
bypass route. Lowering the crash rate leads to safety.
Tom Woodin: What is the crash rate now?
Ed: Annually, it’s around 60 crashes.
Task Force member: What is the assumed annual growth rate for traffic?
Ed: Based on travel demand measures, we anticipate roughly a 1.25% increase per year.
Don Jones: You have said that you estimate the benefit from trains and other methods of shifting traffic
to reduce traffic by 8%. Is that overall or per year?
Ed: That is overall.
Don: To kick in when?
Ed: We’ve seen a little bit of that, but certainly expect it to continue during the study period.
Carol: Is this factored into the 1.25% annual traffic increase?
Ed: Yes. Without this, it would be closer to 1.5%
Don: That seems rather generous … do you have something to base that on?
Ed: Yes, that was based on the Route 1 Study that was completed in 1995 by VHB (engineering firm).
Don: Oh yes, the Vanasse Hangen Brustlin study. I remember.
Ed: The study was quite accurate for two years. It hasn’t been revisited, and would be very expensive to
reproduce it. It provided us with a foundation for passenger transport information.
Dale: Again, even if we had new updated information on that, it would not affect the proportional
benefits of the alternatives. It’s nice information, but not critical to this decision.
Tom Woodin: I’m surprised that crashes only go down 25%. I’d think it would be higher due to
uniqueness of downtown Wiscasset in terms of the amount of traffic, pedestrians, curves. I would think a
bypass would end all the crashes.
Ed: Well, even bypasses have crashes.
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Dale: Sure, especially because the traffic is going faster and farther.
There is more potential for serious crashes even in safer environment.
Ed: The other table is on emissions.
Dale: If someone were interested… we didn’t do a greenhouse gas analysis, but we can take a rough stab
at it. In no-build, cars idling would create the greatest difference.
Ed: NOx is nitrogen oxide – VOC is volatile organic compounds. NOx in no build is pretty steady, in the
low 90s. In VOC, no build is 98 with others in the 60s. The alternatives are pretty similar. Net change,
with VOCs, their lowest emissions are at about 15 mph. Stop and go traffic will do that if you reduce the
amount of that you’ll reduce organic emissions. That’s why there’s a 1/3 drop. For NOx there’s not much
of a drop because the minimum NOx emission is at 30 mph.
Tom Woodin: Are pedestrian accidents a problem?
Ed: There are very few pedestrian crashes, and these numbers include all crashes.
Task Force member: Is there a way to calculate fuel savings?
Dale: Fuel savings will mimic VHT and VOC emissions. The difference in VOC includes efficiency
of vehicles. I think you’d see a drop as vehicles get more efficient. The measure of tons per day for
greenhouse gases would have a direct relationship. Why don’t we commit to developing a measure of
the benefits for that? (General agreement.)
Task Force member: Keep in mind new types of cars and fuel will be available in 20 years.
Dale: Yes, but we’ll have to base it on vehicles now. Newer, cleaner vehicles are coming out. There’s a
lot of uncertainty.
Ed: The other chart shows the volume travel time curve. The bottom is travel time in minutes. It says
that, for each route, as the volume of vehicles increases, travel time stays the same up until a certain
point where curve starts. The build alternatives all have similar curve because they are controlled access:
no facilities, no driveways, no obstacles close to the road, no pedestrians, no parking/turning.
Dale: It’s like a smooth pipe.
David Nichols: I have a question: on the chart it says the travel time in minutes is 12 minutes to get to
where? On the Davey Bridge?
Ed: All times are based on a common start and common end point. (Discussion about where the end
point is: Route 1/Atlantic Highway intersection in Edgecomb.)
Ed: The curve you see here is the same one you saw last meeting for the equilibrium model. Today we
want to show you what if the downtown Wiscasset on Route 1 involves traffic calming. We did another
set of curves, I’ll hand those out.
Carol: What traffic calming methods did you envision?
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Ed: I didn’t get into specifics of what the traffic calming would be. I used the assumption that traffic
would be reduced by 5 mph, based on this graph. Compare the two charts, and notice that the bypass
curves are exactly the same, but the Davey Bridge is different. At the point of zero traffic, the black
curve representing the Davey Bridge starts at a different place. What that means for diversion is that
the effect of traffic calming on all alternatives is to divert more traffic to a bypass. But there is a higher
proportion diverted to the longer routes because the slower the traffic flow is in the downtown, the more
attractive those longer routes will look to motorists.
Norma Dreyfus: Why is there such a low number for N8c?
Ed: Because it’s shorter, N8c has a time advantage over the existing route and other bypass routes.
Norma: Does this chart say that N8c leaves 5,400 cars going across the Davey Bridge without traffic
calming?
Ed: Yes.
Norma: So when you look at it this way, there’s a big traffic benefit to traffic calming?
Ed: Not necessarily, it depends on what you are trying to do.
Dale: That brings us to a question. What is the purpose – the benefits - of this project? As stated
previously and in the DEIS, it is to reduce congestion in the downtown - not move as many vehicles as
possible out of the downtown. There is a difference.
Dave Bertran: Regarding those benefits, have you calculated the benefits to the part of Route 1 that is
south of NAPA?
Ed: Yes, we have taken backups into account. They are part of vehicle hours traveled.
Dale: The effect of traffic calming on downtown would be substantial. That’s why traffic calming wasn’t
calculated the first time we ran these numbers. Maybe we should revisit that.
Amanda Russell: Let’s talk about the next two parts of this chart.
Ed: First, the reason why there is congestion downtown is the high number of vehicles. There are 1,900
vehicles going through on an hourly basis.
Ed: Because of this, just a little relief will help a lot.
Dale: Cars diverted will reduce congestion the most.
Task Force member: What about the projected increase in traffic? We don’t want to build a bypass that is
obsolete in 30 years.
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Ed: The highest hourly volume, based on projections, is 2,900 in 2030. Given that growth, there is not
much chance of outgrowing it for a long time. We have 1,900 vehicles going through just the Route 1
downtown now.  As long as we keep two routes (the bypass and the Davey Bridge), we have plenty of
capacity. If we removed the Davey Bridge, capacity would be reduced by 1,900 cars. It’s not really in
our best interest to do that.
Task Force member: So N2F and N8c would be very similar in terms of traffic diversion?
Ed: All four of the alternatives would get closer and closer together.
We should be selective on what kind of traffic calming we do.
After a bypass was built, you could consider using a roundabout at the Route 27 intersections. If you had
a bypass, the traffic would be much more balanced.
Dale: It would also slow people way down going though the village.
Tom: For N2aN2h, the chart says 33,000 cars go across, 17,000 on bypass. That’s a 50/50 split. If 80% is
through-traffic, wouldn’t the bypass be more attractive to through-traffic?
Ed: You expect people to make a decision based on travel time, but with N2a and N2H, the existing
route would be first choice.
Tom: I think that people won’t realize that they’re in traffic until they’re in it.
Dale: Then what decision will you make tomorrow?
Ed: People will change according to experience.
INTERSECTION DISCUSSION
Dale: We did our homework, and have some preliminary numbers on intersections, so let’s go through it.
Amanda: Or we can go home a half-hour early.
Ross Edwards: We should look at it all in the same meeting.
Carol: Based on everyone’s faces, that’s a popular idea. But before we go, I have a couple of short
comments, and then I need to ask if our member of the public wants to speak. The East Coast Greenway
Alliance would like the MaineDOT to consider a bike path – a multi-use path – for the entire length of
whatever route is ultimately built. Some of you are copied; I’ll send it to people who are not.
Reminder: the next two meetings are at the Lincoln County Communications Room. Remember all info
is on the website at www.midcoastbypass.com.
PUBLIC COMMENT
The member of the public attending stated she did not want to speak. (Reporter for Wiscasset
Newspaper.)
The meeting ended at 8:07 pm.
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Midcoast Bypass Task Force
Meeting Report
March 6, 2008
Lincoln County Communications Room, Wiscasset
Attending: Arthur Faucher, Wiscasset; Don Jones, Wiscasset; Jo Cameron, Edgecomb; Bob Faunce,
Lincoln County; Pat Hudson, Newcastle; David King, Sr., Woolwich; Ross Edwards, Boothbay; Amanda
Russell, Edgecomb; Norma Dreyfus, Friends of Coastal Preservation; Doug Baston, Alna; Barry
Johnston, Edgecomb; Ed Hanscom, MaineDOT; Mark Hasselmann, FHWA; Dale Doughty, MaineDOT;
Carol Morris, Morris Communications,
Guests: Lois Kwantz, Wiscasset; Paula Gibbs, Wiscasset Newspaper.
The meeting began at 6:35 pm.
INTRODUCTION: MEETING SCHEDULE
Carol Morris opened the meeting by going over the proposed meeting schedule and topics, noting that a
meeting would have to be scheduled for the final review of  Diversion Analysis. She asked if there was
an update on the timing for the peer review necessary prior to that meeting, and was told by Dale and
Mark that there was none as of yet; but they were hoping for more information by Monday. Morris said
that she would revise the schedule once information was available. She then turned the meeting over to
Ed Hanscom to talk about interchanges.
INTERCHANGES
Ed opened the discussion by pointing out that traffic will be affected by adding multiple interchanges to
the bypass proposals, and that he had brought information showing details of that.
He drew a map of Wiscasset village on the whiteboard, showing the two routes (Rte. 27 and 218) that
may be potential candidates for interchanges. He said there would be two pairs of ramps to think about
for each full interchange. A pair of ramps serving Rte. 27 south for traffic that would get on or off the
bypass and head to or from Rte.1 south. A pair of ramps serving Rte. 27 north for traffic that would get
on or off the bypass and head to or from Rte.1 north. He detailed how two pairs of ramps could provide
the same functions on Rte. 218.
Ed handed out a chart showing how many vehicles would be likely to take those routes. The chart shows
summer average daily traffic estimated for 2030. Southbound at Rte. 27 would be just under 1,200
vehicles per day, with 1,900 vehicles per day traveling north at Rte. 27. South at Rte. 218, there would
be just under 1,000 vehicles; north at Rte. 218, 700 vehicles.
Jo Cameron: When you say south at 27 do you mean at the Edgecomb end?
Ed: I mean Rte. 27 in Wiscasset.
Don Jones: If an interchange existed at 218, are vehicles coming from Old Sheepscot Rd. included in
your estimates? Also people from Federal St. north of Hooper St. trying to get to Bath would get on the
bypass. These would be new trips not factored into original origin and destination study, yes?
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Ed: Where they would show up on this map would be in this area going back down towards Rte. 1. The
route wouldn’t be shorter in distance but would be shorter in time.
Ed then talked about the chart showing VMT - vehicle miles traveled.
He pointed out the differences in how the VMT is affected in the different bypass alternatives. South
on Rte. 27, each alternative would have the same effect, but people who use this would be able to head
south on the bypass instead of going on to Gardiner Road and Rte. 1 intersection. It would be a slight
increase in travel distance.
Don: This assumes you put the interchange north on 27, if you moved it south to where Rte 27 crosses
over the bypass, then people could take short right turn downhill and be right on the bypass.
Ed: Yes, you could do that and it would reverse the VMT from negative to positive impact, i.e. fewer
miles traveled instead of more.
Ed: Heading north from Rte. 27, we have a wide range of VMT savings. It’s a direct path to get off Rte.
27 onto N8c. N2f is also pretty direct. The farther out you go, it gets less direct, which is the reason why
the VMT savings drop. Look at Rte. 218 going south onto the bypass; all result in small positive savings
in VMT, it doesn’t matter where it crosses Rte. 218.
Doug Baston: How many miles are we talking about from a Rte. 218 ramp to N8c to where N2a cuts
off? VMT, per trip? What is the trip?
Ed: N2a there is a savings of over 800 vm/day, saving a mile of travel.
N8c is a half-mile of saving. The distance between the farthest 218 interchanges is about a mile.
Doug: Why are we talking about Rte. 218 and not Route 1?
Carol: This is part of the Task Force’s role, to discuss substantive comments that came in during the
public comment period. The purpose of the study is to reduce congestion in Wiscasset, and the proposal
to add intersections has a bearing on this. MaineDOT is required to evaluate these public comments.
Doug: That is your opinion.
Carol: Well, it’s the opinion of FHWA and MaineDOT.
Mark Hasselmann: Yes, that’s true. (Concurrence from Dale Doughty)
Doug: I am going to challenge this. Every car diverted down Rte. 218 doesn’t travel Rte. 1 downtown,
so it doesn’t divert traffic.
Carol: We are trying to address the comments we’ve received – among them, do we or do we not have
an interchange on Rte. 218. As we go along today we will see the direct impacts on traffic of having an
interchange or not, and this shows whether it would be effective in terms of congestion. We’ll look at the
impacts on human environment and natural environment, along with engineering constraints, at the next
meeting.
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Arthur Faucher: On the practical side, if you are on the Davey Bridge and you have to turn back, you
can go up Rte. 218, take right turn and get on the bypass. It seems to be very convenient.
Doug: Is there a legal definition of the word bypass?
(General agreement “no” from FHWA and MaineDOT)
Carol: We’re looking at all the different impacts of potential changes to the proposals, there are lots of
potential conversations, and consequences.
Pat Hudson: North of Rte. 218, there are homes, wetlands, etc.
Don: To focus on why it is legitimate to talk of this, MaineDOT opened the discussion of interchanges.
The DEIS proposes two ramps, both north at Rte. 27. Why did the department choose just north on Rte.
27 and not south on Rte. 27?
Dale: It is definitely reasonable to discuss which interchanges the department recommended.
Ed: A couple things led us to make this into a higher volume, high speed bypass to Rte. 27 - as much as
it would be for Rte. 1. Look at the set of tables marked VHT - vehicle hours traveled.  South at Rte. 27
the VHT for heading south on those ramps is the same for each alternative.  North at Rte. 27, there is
more time saving for inner routes than outer routes. N8c has the most savings; N2a the least. The VHT
for north at Rte. 218 are similar to the VMT.
Ed: Here is another set of tables with similar numbers. One is for Rte. 27 and one is for Rte. 218. If you
take the information from the tables and convert it into charts for the Rte. 27 ramps, it shows the process
from getting the daily VMT and VHT to then estimating the annual dollar benefit of the savings, based
on $12/hr and 15 cents per mile.
Amanda: What do these numbers represent?
Ed: There’s summer average daily miles, information about how many cars would use the ramps. In the
no-build, those vehicles travel 1,823 miles using the existing route. If they use the bypass, and got on at
Rte. 27, they would travel 1,958 miles regardless of the alternative.
Don: This is assuming that you’re using the long ramps farther up Rte. 27. Using slip ramps, these
numbers would not be accurate.
Ed: Yes, in that case the 1,958 would be 1,700 or thereabouts.
North at 27, with no-build, 6,358 vehicle miles would be traveled by cars using the on and off ramp
heading north on the bypass. For N8c and N2f, it would be fewer miles, for N2h and N2a, more miles.
The annual VMT expands those numbers for the whole year. We use the change in VMT to calculate
whether or not there is a dollar savings. South at Rte. 27 the change in annual VMT is 40,000, the same
for each alternative. VMT would increase for each alternative, but for a more direct set of ramps (slip
ramps) closer to town, the number could be reduced. The next set of numbers is the same thing for
vehicle hours traveled, and you will see how the minus sign will turn into a dollar savings. You put in
the dollar value and come up with the annual benefit. Bottom line – we see the annual benefit in dollars
for interchanges on Rtes. 27 and 218, ranging from $15,600 for the southbound ramp to a range from
$72,900 to $218,700 for the northbound ramps, with more savings the closer in you get.
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Doug: What is the impact on the bypass of adding interchanges in terms of rate of speed and travel time?
Ed: It does create bit of friction, not as much friction as would be if the intersection weren’t a ramp
intersection, because traffic coming on and off will be close to the speeds on the bypass.
Doug: When traffic merges and slows down, will it net out as an  advantage or disadvantage as traffic
enters or exits?
Carol: Along those lines, regarding the diversion analysis, would the numbers need to be rerun on the
effect of interchanges?
XXX
Ed:  Based on engineering principles, traffic on Route 27 on an on or off ramp will be traveling a lower
speed to get on, but they will have a ramp that will be close to the running speed so there will not be
much difference.
Doug: It would mean more taking or land in order to have a parallel on ramp?
Dale: A right-of-way corridor is very wide -  250 feet – so there is not additional cost for the land
alongside.
Bob Faunce: For Rte. 218 you assume the same number of cars will use ramps regardless of position
they are in. Is there no variation for where ramps are placed?
Ed: There could be, but there would be more difference in changes in residential land use.
Bob: What is the difference in distribution?
Ed: Quarter of a mile, then a third of a mile.
Doug:  Will traffic be drawn to Rte. 218 due to an interchange?
Ed. We don’t have that factored in yet.
Doug: Truck traffic coming down Rte. 218 headed to Newcastle would continue to take Sheepscot Rd.,
which is north of the Rte. 218 ramps, others would take the bypass.
Carol: Does most of the truck traffic come from the gravel pits? Can we find out what their routes are?
Doug: I think traffic would be equally divided going through.
A question was asked as to whether the Gateway 1 Truck Study could offer any information.
Carol: That study counted trucks on Rte. 1, and noted where they were from if the truck was marked,
but I’m not sure it would be helpful, as it only looked at trucks traveling on Rte. 1. I will ask someone to
look at the data, though.
Doug: Most of the trucks are southbound. Crooker is large, but there are a lot of independents as well.
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Amanda: Have you researched improved accessibility and the impacts of growth in outlying towns?
Dale: This is what we plan to talk about next time, it has not been addressed yet. Federal Highway
(FHWA) requires us to look at induced growth, what would the effect of a new road be? How would it
affect land use in Wiscasset? And in Alna, what controls the market, is there a future housing shortage,
what kind of gravel resources are there, can the market bear relocation of crushers? When you look at
change, you ask, are people willing to drive the one hour drive - what if you could get out in the country
really quickly, what will that do to land use? If you get rid of the bottleneck, what does it do to the
other towns? We talk to the Maine State Planning Office, and communities, ask do they have a vision,
residential or not. Any time you remove a bottleneck, there are huge impacts.
Lois Kwantz: I know I am a member of the public and am not supposed to speak yet, but I am confused.
I thought that people were mad at the congestion, now you act as if you are afraid of what would happen
if the congestion went away.
Jo Cameron: We aren’t afraid, we are looking at what the outcome will be and how people will react,
whether there will be an explosion of growth or not.
David King: We look at the next step - what would happen for example if a bridge was built in
Woolwich and the peninsula all of a sudden became a commuting distance to Bangor? We would have to
see if there was an explosion of growth or not.
Don: I think we’re talking about sprawl, not exactly an explosion of growth. The question is, would
a bypass greatly change the amount of sprawl. Some of you may remember Evan Richert spoke to
the predecessor of this committee, the Public Advisory Committee, about six years ago. He said that
the pattern and forces of sprawl in the midcoast were already well established and strong, but that a
controlled access bypass of Wiscasset as envisioned by MaineDOT was not likely to have an appreciable
effect on the current trend and patterns.
Amanda: he also said, but accessibility always affects attractability.
Ross Edwards: Interchanges here will have an impact on the Rte. 218 area. It’s something to consider.
There will be a greater impact on the community on other end of it.
Doug: Is part of the analysis factoring in the negative attributes of sprawl?
Dale: Yes. We need to keep in mind communities’ visions. Part of Alna’s destiny is in Alna’s hands,
along with others. Would the congestion that exists today make me choose whether to build a house here
or decide to do it somewhere else? People have different value judgments.
Doug: We should build no highway before its time, once you add an interchange, there is no going back.
Dale: Yes, and one man’s sprawl is another man’s progress.
Bob Faunce: The river is a barrier and the nature of development is different across each side, families
on one, seasonal on the other.
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David King: Once the bypass goes in, a barrier will be eliminated for people to travel to jobs in Bangor
or Portland.
Don: Would we build an interchange now or add it on later? Mills Road in Newcastle has a half
interchange there, you can’t get on the bypass from Mills Road, it’s frustrating. It gives us more pressure
to complete interchanges.
Dale: Development doesn’t stop in the future. We can lay out in concept interchanges that might be
possible in future.
Amanda: A south Rte. 27 interchange isn’t in the DEIS, but it can be put there, it’s just a matter of
money.
Dale: We can plan now for future addition of interchanges.
Don: Can we finish talking about Ed’s analysis of the effect on 218?
Ed: Heading south on a new ramp at Rte. 218 has annual benefits similar for each alternative. For those
heading north at Rte. 218, the outer alternatives have a higher benefit from a savings in travel time. The
level of VHT parallels the annual dollar benefit.
Carol: Would these numbers change if there were a half intersection at Rte. 218?
Ed: Whichever side the ramp is on is the side where the transportation effects would be.
Don: Do you have background details of each of the four ramps?
Ed: We’ve looked at them as a pair, a pair of off-ramps from the south, and a pair of on ramps to the
north. A partial interchange is very unusual.
(General discussion on other partial interchanges people had observed.)
Arthur: The bar graphs show N8c is most favorable, and N8c becomes less disruptive as the bypass is
farther from Alna. The further you go, is it more or less disruptive?
Doug: Alna is neutral on which alternative, just stay away from Rte. 218.
Don: I assume the engineering of a Rte. 218 interchange is more difficult for N8c than for the other
bypass alternatives because the Rte 27 northbound ramp goes all the way under Rte. 218, and because
it’s right on the edge of the historic district.
Ed: The historic district is part of the environment we are dealing with and have to assess.
Don: One of the comments we got was criticism of the south end interchange near NAPA, are we talking
about that?
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Ed: We have nothing to present on that tonight, we are talking about it internally, how to make the move
a little smoother.
Arthur: We like the idea of a smooth underpass like in Newcastle.
Carol: Would it require more room to have a smoother access?
Don: I have mixed feel feelings. While the current design is awkward, it can also be a benefit, as it
makes it less desirable to go through the Village, particularly for large trucks. There is an advantage to
keeping it the way it is.
PUBLIC COMMENT:
(Lois Quantz): I am a proponent for an interchange at Rte. 218. The purpose of the study is to get traffic
off Rte. 1, and this would keep all traffic coming in from the northern area off Rte. 1. Residents have a
concern with the truck traffic that has to go on back roads because they can’t come in on Rte. 218 due to
the weight limit. I would be thrilled to have all those away from here.
Doug: This would just shift the burden of gravel trucks to other roads. It would not be fair to the people
who live on Rte. 218. Right now the burden is spread around, and those who bought their houses on
other roads expected to have trucks going by. The houses were valued based on that.
Lois: Rte. 218 seems a safer, bigger road for trucks.
Doug: It would not be fair to have all travel trucks going down 218.
Don: People are getting additional burden now, as trucks come into Sheepscot village and Head Tide.
Doug: Even though Rte. 218 is a higher-grade highway, trucks will go the shorter distance due to fuel
costs – they will go through Head Tide and Sheepscot.
Amanda: It would be a lot more than trucks, it would be an increase in traffic in general.
Doug: The burden doesn’t go away, it just shifts. I’ve never heard the reason for having an interchange
on 218.
Don: The biggest thing to get trucks off Federal St.
Dale: Regarding Federal St, is there any plan for the primary school?
Arthur: The issue is still being studied.
The meeting adjourned at 8:12 pm.
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MIDCOAST BYPASS TASK FORCE MEETING
March 20, 2008
6:30-8:30 pm
Lincoln County Communications Room, Wiscasset

1. Updates								
3. Intersections: Environmental impacts based on
conceptual intersection design
4. Other Business
5. Public Comment
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Richard Bostwick
Ed Hanscom			
                       All
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Midcoast Bypass Task Force
Meeting Report
March 20, 2008
Lincoln County Communications Room, Wiscasset
Attending: Don Jones, Wiscasset; Jo Cameron, Edgecomb; Pat Hudson, Newcastle; David King, Sr.,
Woolwich; Ross Edwards, Boothbay; Norma Dreyfus, Friends of Coastal Preservation; Doug Baston,
Alna; Barry Johnston, Edgecomb; Tom Eichler, Sheepscot Valley Conservation Association; Ed
Hanscom, MaineDOT; Richard Bostwick, MaineDOT; Peter Kleskovic, FHWA; Kat Fuller, MaineDOT;
Carol Morris, Morris Communications.
Guests: Paula Gibbs, Wiscasset Newspaper, Ann Schneider, Wiscasset citizen
INTRODUCTION
Carol Morris: Before we start, I want to note that Kat Fuller, new Chief Transportation Planner for
MaineDOT, will be taking Dale’s place on the Task Force due to Dale’s new position outside of the
planning department. Kat, can you say a few things about your new job?
Kat: The newly formed Transportations Systems bureau at MaineDOT is in charge of capital programs
(funding), and long range planning for all transport systems. Essentially, the bureau of planning was
merged with the office of multi-modal. My role as head of both areas is to coordinate the two, and
evolve a joint process, whereas in the past, the two programs were independent. Now we will plan for
highway, bridge and multi-modal transportation systems together, integrating the two.
Don Jones: Before we start the presentation, I’d like to ask for clarification on data from the last
meeting. Is this the right time?
Carol: Let me just finish with the updates, and we’ll start with your questions before Ed presents new
information. I am handing out a meeting schedule, that includes meeting locations, with the caveat
that topics will likely be move around based on timing and information needs. Now, Peter Kleskovic,
FHWA, has an update on the peer review of the diversion analysis.
Peter: We sent out the technical documents, and they are currently being reviewed in Colorado and
Atlanta. We are in the process of setting up a videoconference to hopefully resolve their questions.
Carol: So it is in progress.
Peter: Yes.
Don: Were the concerns passed along?
Carol: Yes, all pertinent comments received as part of the public comment period will be reviewed.
Carol: Today, we are having our second meeting on intersections, where you will hear what the level
of environmental impact adding new interchanges would have. At the close of the meeting, we will
need to make sure we are clear on where we go from here with this topic. Don, do you want to ask your
questions now?
C.54

Don: In the histogram passed out last week on traffic volumes, the first two columns relate to Gardiner
Road Summer Average Daily travel. It says roughly 3000/day. I looked up traffic counts on Route 27
from the 2002 Maine Transportation Count book. They show the average annual, not summer. So, the
numbers should be less than what we experience. I thought that the average annual data shows 6,500
cars. If we divert 3000 to the bypass, will the residual all be trips within the village? That seems awfully
high to me. There are only 3,700 people living in Wiscasset.
Ed Hanscom: It would be people who live in Wiscasset, with errands, going to and from the school,
recreation areas, along with people who live out of town coming in and going out.
Don: My sense is that traffic volumes are being underestimated in terms of the potential usage of
intersections.
Ed: Well, these are the best numbers we have.
Don: Can’t you get better ones?
Ed: Origin and destination numbers would give us a better idea of where the traffic is coming from and
going, which traffic counts don’t provide.
Don: This way, we’re undervaluing the benefit.
Ed: That’s true.
Carol: The only way to get addition information would be to do a new O&D study?
Ed: Or just build a new bypass and see what happens. (Laughter)
Kat: Yes, well, short of that…we could put in new counters, look at the seasonal variation. You will
never get the same number.
Ed: The senior center is up there too, and that drives a lot of traffic.
Don: On what data do you base your assumption that half the traffic on Route 27 is going to Wiscasset?
Ed: In peak hours, you will have more through-traffic than destination traffic in Wiscasset.
David King: DOT doesn’t count every single car every single day of the year. In order to get an annual
number like that, they must extrapolate.
Ed: We have permanent count stations across state, where traffic is automatically counted year round.
Where there are no permanent counters, we do check counts (spring and summer or fall and summer),
and then compare summer with fall or spring. In this way you can see a year-round pattern. This is
compared with permanent counters, where we group in three categories: recreational (these have
the most seasonal variation), urban (this is fairly uniform) and arterial (which has a middle level of
variation).
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Kat: The nearest permanent counter is Nobleboro…?
Ed: Yes. Rte. 27 is more urban, with less tourist traffic. Rte. 1 is very affected by tourists, but traffic
counts on Rte. 27 are more stable.
Don: I assumed that, but summer counts should be higher than average annual counts. I’m surprised
at the proportion of trips coming to Wiscasset. We need to look at the basis of how you came to that.
Those figures are the ones that lead to calculating the different benefits of the various alternatives. It’s a
fundamental figure.
Carol: We will record your concern, Don. Ed will look at the basis of that calculation and report back.
Ed: Since the last meeting, we did some “scheming” at DOT on how we might best design these
intersections that are under discussion. We collaborated with highway designers, and got Richard
Bostwick from our environmental office involved. Today I have sketches of possible ramp locations that
are not already part of the proposed alternatives. The sheets they are drawn on were used for right-ofway alignment plans. There are three sheets. The top one is alternative N2/N2h/N2f1 alignment, which
is common to three alternatives. Here there are two ramps in the current alternative, a loop ramp from
Gardiner Road to get onto the bypass across the river. Then an off ramp from the reverse route from the
river, ending at Gardiner Road. Looking at the black dashes, they are potential locations for additional
ramps. At the Gardiner Road interchange, there are dashes for traffic coming from Gardiner and going
south. There are two possible ramps to serve southbound traffic off at 27.
Don: On Route 27, did you decide not to consider slip ramps?
Ed: That’s on the other sheet
Ed: For the Alna Road, the Route 218 interchange, there are four ramps shown, two from the south, and
two from the north. Those form a diamond interchange, with four straight ramps where the routes cross
over one another. Next sheet shows a slip ramp or half diamond from Route 27 getting on the bypass
heading south. There is one ramp getting on and one ramp getting off. This is an alternative to what is
shown on the first sheet, which would use the same location for southbound bypass traffic as the existing
northbound ramp. Also on that sheet is illustrated a new intersection at Route 218 for alternative N2/N8c
with four ramps shown, serving all four movements of traffic, north and south. Notice that all four ramps
are on the river side of Route 218 because we would need to get a minimum distance of separation
between the ramps connecting to Route 27 and Route 218.
Ross Edwards: Does this mean you would need to take more property?
Ed: Yes.
Don: Two of those ramps will be built in the historic district within one lot of the jail property. This is
the reason why, in comments from the Wiscasset Transportation Committee, because of that proximity,
we felt it was not feasible. I maintain it still it, I don’t see how you would get approval for it.
Ed: From a historic resource perspective, it would be a challenge.
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Carol: As part of this exercise, we wanted everyone to see what it would look like.
Don: Yes, it confirms my worst fears.
Peter Klescovik: This is roughly where ramps touch down?
Ed: Yes. Also, with the two interchanges so close, we would have an auxiliary lane for vehicles to merge
on and with off. Essentially, the roadway would be four lanes wide at that point.
Kat: To provide room for acceleration and merging.
Ross: Would this add to cost?
Ed: A rule of thumb for construction right now is one million dollars per lane mile.
Norma Dreyfus: Does any other route have proximity issues?
Ed: Not all, just the ones on the first sheet and this.
Don: Which one on the first sheet?
Kat: The full diamonds
.
Ed: They would need the additional lane as well.
Don: In N2f, why does the southbound access from Route 218 need to extend so much farther?
Ed: Heading from Alna Road southbound, you would be going uphill, and the on ramp starts at lower
elevation.
Kat: You need more space for acceleration.
Peter: You also need more distance to be able to see the road and get into the gap.
Tom Eichlar: Will the changes affect the speed on the bypass? Efficiency?
Ed: We haven’t done any calculations. The bypass is controlled access, with few access points.
Highways are affected by access points, the more there are, the more people slow down, which reduces
capacity. A small number of access points do not affect it. We would design the ramps so that traffic gets
on and off at highway speed.
Tom: Which is…?
Ed: 45-50 miles per hour. You could have a three miles stretch with two access points, that is still two
times the space available in Portland on I-295.
Kat: Tom is making the point that speeds could be affected. I think Ed is also talking about the need for
an additional lane.
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Doug Baston: What is the added cost of four lanes?
Kat: A million dollars per mile, as said earlier.
Ed: Well, an off ramp would be two million per mile, separated
Carol: I don’t think we should guess with such big numbers. The DOT can come back with cost
estimates on all of these.
Doug: It is counter-intuitive that there isn’t some slowing effect, especially with such a tight curve.
Driving would be more intense in order to control the automobile due to centrifugal force; it adds an
element of risk.
Ed: N8c is already slower.
David King: The Route 218 interchange is a recent discussion, what is driving it? This was going to be a
closed access highway, with one access point on Route 27. It seems counterproductive to talk about this.
Carol: The purpose of the Task Force is to go over substantive public comments. Wiscasset has asked
that we look at adding this option in order to keep truck traffic out of downtown Wiscasset. We have to
look at the pros and cons.
Don: The DEIS already shows a half interchange on Route 27. Another question was, why did you
decide on a half, not full? Why on Rte. 27, not Rte. 218?
Carol: And, Alna is on record as not wanting an interchange on Rte. 218.
Peter: We are obligated to discuss these comments/suggestions, even if there were no Task Force
available.
Carol: This way we get the benefit of everyone’s perspective.
Jo: Talking about the cost of lane miles, if we were going to expand to four lanes, it would cost four
million dollars?
Ed: Say the new lanes were 1,000 feet, it would be 2/10 mile, if on both sides, 4/10 of lane mile, that
would equal about 400,000 dollars.
Norma: Would it take more property?
Ed: They would fit within the 250-foot right of way, but would have a bigger footprint on the land. We’ll
hear about the environmental effect next.
Doug: Due to road configuration, with the added complication of an interchange, would the speed limit
be lowered?
Ed: All of these were laid out by our consultant with a design speed of 50 mph. Any lower would require
a traffic engineering study. I don’t see that we would need speeds lower than 45 mph.
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Kat: This is typically not decided until the actual design is done. It is premature for us to guess.
Don: Did you mean to say 50 mph? I thought that the speed limit was 45 mph.
Ed: That may be. I think the horizontal curve between Gardiner Road and Federal St is 50 mph.
Don: Is 45mph to start where it crosses Federal Street, which seems odd because the road is straightened
out from there?. I have a different question. You say there is a need for an additional lane between the
two interchanges, however if you were to only have the two northbound ramps, you wouldn’t incur that.
It’s only a factor if you use two southbound ramps.
Ed: That may have to be factored into design. It wouldn’t require widening then.
Don: It’s only the southern pair that has such close proximity.
Ross: On Route 27, getting rid of the northbound ramps would simplify the ramp system. Most
businesses would come down the normal way, which would eliminate traffic problems.
Kat: Make it a ¼ interchange.
Carol: Do we want to move on and look at the environmental impacts?
Ed: We have one more sheet to look at. This is the N2a alignment, the northernmost Rte. 218 crossing.
Looking at that location, Polly Clark stream, Clark Point Road, other factors, mean that a bypass would
require a 500-600 foot bridge. We would put the ramps north-oriented, bypass Clarks Hill, but require
a bridge on each ramp. It would be very costly. So we felt that the best option would be to access from
West Alna Road, a short distance from the Alna Road. Northbound on the ramp, we would still need an
elevated structure over Alna Road and over the stream.
Don: Isn’t this moot? This isn’t likely to be the chosen alternative.
Peter: I don’t think we can throw anything away yet.
Doug: There is just one house built there right now.
Ed: Yes.
Don: Well, all the roads have been built.
Ann Schneider: They have built tennis court, basketball court, an intricate road system, put in
underground utilities, and waterfront access.
Jo: Why did the developer build there when he knew that it was in the way of one of the routes under
consideration?
Carol: Well, I did ask you the same question about that house we saw today in Edgecomb.
Don: I asked him that question, he came to a Wiscasset Transportation Committee meeting asking us to
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oppose that alternative and we said it wasn’t our preferred route, but it was well known to be a route. He
said no one told him. He should have read the Newspaper.
Peter: Regarding N2/N8c on the first page, if you didn’t put the two ramps in, off Gardiner Road, would
that work?
Ed: Yes, you could do that. Combine the Gardiner Road ramps on sheet two with the interchange shown
on sheet one.
Ross: It would be cheaper that way.
Tom: is there room?
Ed: Those ramps on sheet two could work on any interchange, from a traffic point of view.
Peter: if there were a full interchange on Route 27, I don’t see why we’d need one at Route 218 as well.
Ross: Keep it simple, stupid
Peter: If we built all four ramps on Route 27, it doesn’t make sense to build on the Alna Road (Route
218).
Don: The traffic served is different, so it’s not a replication. We need to look at which has greatest
benefit.
Ed: Let’s get into environmental.
Richard Bostwick: As background, for the DEIS, my department did environmental data collection
regarding vernal pools, streams, wetlands, etc. For this we used hydric soil mapping, photo
interpretation. National inventory mapping typically underestimates New England wetlands. To compare
apples to apples, we take the data we have and analyze it using GIS. With that, let’s talk about the
effects on N8c of an interchange at Routes 27 and 218. Starting with the order Ed has them, the first
sheet shows that a Route 27 intersection would not have a significant additional environmental effect.
In the DEIS, N2f-1 has wetland impacts of 5.8 acres, the others 8.9 acres. Adding the ramps in this area
would add .04 acre to that total. It would add 610 linear feet of road. Highway runoff and sedimentation
may be affected, as we’d be adding 1.8 acres of impervious area. Those two alignments have 30 acres
of impervious area. Elsewhere, with new ramps on Route 218, adding the full intersection here in
both directions would add 2.3 acres, a pretty hefty amount, half again as many wetlands as we would
originally affect. The range now affected is 5.8 to 8 acres. It’s pretty substantial.
Don: Could you clarify, Ed said in respect to a diamond interchange on Route 218, that it would be
within the existing right of way? How would it have additional impact on streams and wetland?
Richard: The original impacts were based on the bypass impacts, not the whole right of way. Preliminary
design doesn’t take up the whole right of way. There is some wiggle room.
(Richard explained in response to a question that in the impact maps he is showing, it shows a blank
section in the middle, as this is the area where the bypass is - where impacts have already been counted
as part of the DEIS.)
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Ross: What is the difference between two or four lanes?
Ed: The ramps are separate from the bypass, they require additional room.
Peter: There is usually an extra twelve feet of pavement in a lane. A new ramp requires more due to
shoulders.
Don: Here you have the stream going through a tunnel?
Richard: When we sat down to talk about this, we hadn’t decided to go with adding lanes between
ramps. That would be additional. Decide to go with these, there’d be more added effects. A partial ramp
would serve Route 218, and most of the impacts are here.
Carol: Can you clarify what the impact would be if we had an on-ramp for people traveling southbound
on Route 218 to get on the bypass southbound - where most of the impact would be?
Kat: Traveling southbound on the bypass, you arrive at Route 218; you can’t get off at 218.
Ed: We haven’t calculated that.
Kat: It would be an alternating half.
Don: if we’re talking about a Route 218 interchange, if we build two ramps, the two with the least
impact are north on the bypass and north off the bypass?
Richard: South on the bypass and north off the bypass.
Ed: It’s hard to see because the size of the yellow area doesn’t correspond with the wetlands
Kat: Which leg are you talking about?
Don: The two oriented to the west have the least impact?
Norma: Southbound getting off.
Ed sketches a diamond interchange with four legs labeled A,B,C,&D.
Don: Legs A and B are high, C and D are low (environmental impact)?
Ed: Yes.
Norma: Which direction are C and D going?
Richard: You have the ramps there. Let me change something I said, because Ed’s maps are in a different
order. A full interchange would actually affect .31 acres. Next on Ed’s sheet, the two added ramps on
Route 27 are the ramps that could go with any alignment. They are shorter than others; affect slightly
more wetlands, .17 acre being impacted (against .04 that the other ramps’ loops would have). Also,
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one more vernal pool would be affected. The shorter and easier ramps would have more impact. On
the interchange with Route 218 with the double ramps, there would be 2.3 more acres, 785 feet stream
impacted. That number will go down with more detailed design. A partial ramp at Route 218 for N8c
would involve another ramp coming up to here, it would be a northbound off and on ramp, from Route
218, there would be no other access.
Ed: This forces the on ramp to be way in here, near the jail.
Don: Could you explain on this diagram?
Ed: It’s on the 2nd sheet. See the scale at bottom? The ramp is right above the scale. Northbound off and
on-ramps for 218. If the northbound off-ramp didn’t need to be separated from the on-ramp, we could
move the northbound on-ramp closer to the overpass, and move it away from the jail. That would change
the impacts of the area.
Kat: I think it would be helpful for us to take drawings, sketch where impacts are, color code, so that we
can look at them at the same time. A PowerPoint that could draw lines on would be easier to digest and
make it easier to see which has greatest and the least impact.
Don: I have a question for Ed, looking at all the ramps, why were the loop ramps north designed the
long way, because they impact on residences. Why don’t you consider more slip ramps oriented from
Route 27 northbound? If you did that they could be shorter, less expensive.
Ed: In 2002, we did an N2 alignment showing slip ramps. It crossed Gardiner Road in each area. There
was concern about having an access point to the bypass that far in, closer to the primary school. We
moved it out here to reduce potential impact on the school. Also, is this part of the historic district?
Don: No, it’s not. Wiscasset has never preferred a route between the village and any of the schools. How
much actually worse would it be, with a much shorter entry access points there?
Peter: Is there an issue with closeness to Langdon Road?
Kat: Yes, we’d have to look carefully at how the ramp would swing on, but in my mind it’s whether
it makes sense putting the ramp there, shifting the bypass alignment north. There are trade-offs there
with Langdon Road. We can look at a shift to see how bad it gets, and to see whether there’s merit in
removing the long winding part.
Doug: How much further can you shift and avoid the primary school?
Kat: That is the problem.
Don: Also Langdon Road is concerned about the impact to them.
Richard: Are there any questions on the impacts discussed?
Don: I’ll wait for the PowerPoint.
C.62

Carol: Yes, it’s too hard to understand now. That meeting will be on April 3rd, here. Remember when I
said at the beginning of this meeting that the topics on the schedule I handed out would change? It just
did.
Doug: What else is scheduled on the third?
Carol: Other bypass routes proposed during the public comment period. We will need to move this
along, as we need to be done with by the end of June at the latest.
Carol: I am opening this to the public now. Ma’am, would you like to speak?
Audience: My name is Ann Schneider, from, Wiscasset. Are you the only one here from Wiscasset, Don?
Why? I would like it in the newspaper (Wiscasset Newspaper, attending) that this affects Wiscasset, they
should have all their representatives here. I’m very distressed that you’re the only one here represents
Wiscasset.
Don: Arthur Faucher drove home to be with his family for the holiday.
Ann: What about David Nichols?
Don: I don’t know why he is not here.
Ann: Langdon road isn’t a through road, right?
Ed: No.
Ann: This is an erroneous map then.
Ed: It’s based on lots, not on roads.
Ann: When I came in, you were talking about 3,000 cars coming into the village? Are you talking about
all the cars traveling on Route 27?
Ed: DOT counts 6,500 cars per day between Hooper Street and the primary school. We estimated that
ramps on Route 27 would capture roughly 3000 cars a day.
Ann: Thank you. I don’t know how many of you are aware that the other groups that Wiscasset hired
for this discussion years ago, lots of people were there, talked about and decided which roads should be
developed. Route 27 was a road to be developed, Route 218 should not be. A lot of townspeople came to
this meeting. They didn’t want Route 218 to be developed.
Carol: Do you know if that decision is reflected in Wiscasset’s Comprehensive Plan?
Ann: I don’t know.
Don: The workshop was called WWWW (What do you Want Where in Wiscasset), right? That was part
of the development of the comp plan, reflected by neighborhoods. No one wanted development in the
Route 218 area. If an interchange were put it in, it would zoned so it wouldn’t develop.
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Ann: A road like that would affect the rural character. I wanted to know if you’ve done an economic
survey on the village, what it will do to the tax base by removing so many homes.
Carol: That is one of the questions Arthur Faucher asked. We are meeting in April to discuss it and map
it out based on the specific negatives. We can define the negative tax impact; it’s harder to define the
positive impacts.
Ann: There will be no positive impacts.  I am offended at your humor. DO not joke. They (Brett Benway
and Doug Fitts, the developers of the new subdivision on Clark Point) didn’t know, you didn’t say
anything about this furthest route out. The red route (N2/N2h/N2a) was not on the map.
Don: It was on it.
Ann: It wasn’t on the one I saw.
Don: The map circulated showed all the routes, as have the maps circulated since then. The only time
I can think of that a map without that route appeared was an error on the front page of the Wiscasset
Newspaper in about 2002, when they printed a map without that route.
Jo Cameron: Ever since 2004, the same map has been shown. (In the news.)
Ann: I couldn’t tell. It doesn’t explain it enough. I think a lot of people should be here if they understood
what was happening. They don’t think the bypass is going to happen. There was scuttlebutt that it was
going to start at the top of Federal Street. There has been confusion, I don’t think people are aware. I
don’t think you need two ramps on Route 218 and 27.
Carol: I want to be clear that the discussion tonight about these intersections doesn’t mean that they are
going to be in the final version. This is to look at the potential impacts of adding intersections. Nothing
is final.
Ann: I think the size of the interchanges would affect residential areas.
Carol: That is absolutely true, and why we need to talk about it. Anything else? Thank you. Anything
else from the Task Force? Meeting adjourned and we will see you two weeks from today, here.
The meeting was adjourned at 8:15 pm.
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AGENDA
MIDCOAST BYPASS TASK FORCE MEETING
April 3, 2008
6:30-8:30 pm
Lincoln County Communications Room, Wiscasset

1. Meeting Schedule Update							
2. Intersections: Analysis/Comparison of
    Environmental and Traffic Impacts
3. Proposed New Alternatives (if time permits)
4. Other Business								
5. Public Comment

Carol Morris
Richard Bostwick
Ed Hanscom
Task Force
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Midcoast Bypass Task Force
Meeting Report
April 3, 2008
Lincoln County Communications Room, Wiscasset
Attending: Don Jones, Wiscasset; Jo Cameron, Edgecomb; Amanda Russell, Edgecomb; Dave Bertran,
Westport Island; Arthur Faucher, Wiscasset; Pat Hudson, Newcastle; Ross Edwards, Boothbay; Norma
Dreyfus, Friends of Coastal Preservation; Doug Baston, Alna; Tom Eichler, Sheepscot Valley Conservation Association; Tom Woodin, Boothbay Harbor;  Ed Hanscom, MaineDOT; Richard Bostwick, MaineDOT; Peter Kleskovic, FHWA; Kat Fuller, MaineDOT; Gerry Audibert, MaineDOT; Jenny O’Bryon,
MaineDOT; Carol Morris, Morris Communications.
Guests: Ann Schneider, Dan Sortwell Jr., William Sutter, Judith Sutter, all of Wiscasset.
The meeting began at 6:34 pm.
MEETING UPDATE
Carol Morris indicated that a representative from the Army Corps of Engineers would be attending an
upcoming meeting to go over the Corps’ permitting process, possibly on May 15th. She stated that tonight would be the third meeting regarding the interchange question, and turned the meeting over to Ed
Hanscom.
INTERCHANGES
Ed Hanscom: We are discussing possible ramp locations at Rtes. 27 and 218. Looking at the Rte. 27
interchange, think of it as two parts: ramps that serve southbound traffic and those for northbound traffic.
As reflected in the annual benefits shown, generally the impacts of southbound ramps were small compared to north-oriented ramps. Cost estimates for southbound ramps range from $270,000 for the N8c
alternative to $990,000 for the other three alternatives (N2/N2f, N2/N2h, N2a/N2h). In looking at this,
we see it’s not practical to put a southbound off-ramp onto Rte. 27; it’s easier to do it directly onto Rte.
27 in a diamond concept with a ramp coming off the access point coming onto bypass southbound. You
can’t get a full interchange for N8c at the location that’s shown in the DEIS.
Don Jones: You’re talking about circular ramps?
Ed: Yes
Don J.: And that’s what is envisioned here?
Ed: For the others we have loop rams, for N8c loops are not possible.
For N8c full access, south-oriented ramps would cost one million dollars. The bottom number is the ratio of the total cost divided by the annual benefit, showing how many years of this benefit it would take
to recover the cost of constructing the interchange. There is a wide range of numbers.
Amanda: The numbers are not in proportion, though.
Ed: The ratio is divided by the benefit and cost, so it depends on that ratio as to how long it will take the
benefit to pay for itself.
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I would give the same introduction for the diamond interchange, looking at ramps to the south and north.
The south-oriented are the same for any alternative, with an annual benefit of $41,400. North oriented
ramps show a big difference, with the same cost for both but benefits ranging from $108,000 down to a
negative benefit of $37,800. There are more favorable numbers for N8c, less for N2h and N2a because
the benefits are less - there are not as much savings in additional vehicle miles traveled.
Peter Kleskovic: The north and south ramps you’re showing are in lieu of what is already there?
Ed: Yes
Ed: Regarding Rte. 218, we get some differences benefit-wise, more for the northbound than the southbound ramps. The cost for the southbound ramps is consistent but it’s a little more for the N8c alternative because there is more right-of-way impact and more construction because the ramps are longer.
Carol: All that is reflected in the line that says total cost?
Ed: Yes. N8c has the smallest benefit, so the years to recover the cost are higher than the other alternatives. Northbound at Rte. 218, the N2f and N2h alternatives are almost $1 million each, and similar
in benefits. N8c has fewer benefits and costs more than N2f and N2h for the same reason southbound
ramps are expensive. N2a is a much higher cost because we would need to elevate the ramp and build a
bridge over Rte. 218. So, the years it would take to recover the costs are high.
Don J.: In the N2f route, the benefit of a northbound ramp at Rte. 218 is getting up there, similar to Rte.
27 north ramps, where the benefit is $188,700.
Carol: But if you want to get traffic out of downtown, having a northbound ramp at Rte. 218 wouldn’t
help, would it?
Don J.: It would capture both ends, the actual benefits of north and south ramps at Rte. 218 are similar,
and closer to those at Rte. 27 north than Rte. 27 south. A northbound ramp would take traffic out of Wiscasset, yes.  The volume of traffic coming out of Wiscasset village is small, versus the volume of traffic
coming from Davis Island. The Davis Island traffic is going to use that ramp more.
Ed summarized the traffic impact of ramps and cost, and moved to looking at environmental issues
Ed: To look at the environmental impacts, we grouped things for comparison purposes. (Link to slide)
Looking at the maps, it shows the layout of group one and group three. Rte. 27 is on the left side. The
red ramps at top represent half interchanges in the DEIS. The south half diamond in purple is not in the
DEIS. By south-oriented we mean going to Bath and coming from Bath. The two ramps on Rte. 218 are
Edgecomb-oriented or river-oriented.
Carol: So the Alna, Edgecomb-oriented route sends traffic up north?
Ed: Yes. This allows us to see what land would be affected based on property lines. These ramp locations
are not set in stone, they could be moved somewhat to minimize effects to property. A resource map goes
along with this. The center lines are replaced by “footprints” that show the limits of the cut and fill lines
– that is, the area affected by the road. Essentially it is the boundary of what’s physically impacted. The
affected natural resources are shown on the map. The red outlines show the footprint of the DEIS N8c
route. In purple is the additional area affected by the proposed interchange ramps, the triangles near Rte.
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27 and the areas between Rte. 218 and the river. The green areas are wetlands and bodies of water. The
dot inside the yellow circle is a vernal pool. A vernal pool is one that is formed in spring, it is temporary
but serves as a critical nursery for amphibians. There are areas around pools that are necessary buffers for these pools. The 250-foot buffer is represented by yellow, the blue is the larger 700-foot buffer.
Buffers are important because once the amphibians hatch, they need to move on to the buffer area to
survive, so the amount of forest removal and disruption allowed is severely limited. The DEP identifies
a significant vernal pool based on the number of egg masses and number and type of species in a pool.
This is not a significant vernal pool, so it is not state protected.
Kat Fuller: You say the DEP does not view this pool as significant, how does the EPA and US Fish and
Wildlife Department view it?
Ed: To them, a vernal pool is a vernal pool. It’s up to us in impact assessment to assess the value of the
pool.
Carol: That vernal pool is close to the existing alignment for N8c. So this ramp would affect more of the
buffer?
Richard: This is not a natural vernal pool. It’s a depression that captures water and holds it - built when
they constructed Rte. 27.
Kat: I want to clarify that Richard mentioned that the ramp has a direct impact on the vernal pool, as
opposed to the indirect impact by the N8c alignment. This has implications. The US Fish and Wildlife
defines affected forest habitat as direct impact. You must avoid the vernal pool. If you can leave pool
where is and you block access to it, it is indirect impact. It’s a fine line.
Tom Eichler: The right of way alignment, how close does that come to the vernal pool?
Ed: Pretty close. I don’t remember exactly, but within fifty to hundred feet.
Tom Woodin: Is it considered a vernal pool even though it was manmade?
Ed: Yes.
Jo Cameron: It’s like the pit mines for mica in that fill up with water and are used by breeding amphibians.
Don Hudson: Salamander and frogs need a pool that dries up so that fish can’t live there, as they would
eat the eggs. Pool with peepers and bullfrogs are not good amphibian breeding pools. The habitat for
salamanders is fragile and gets affected pretty fast. They are the most abundant animals in New England,
and the reason they are protected is that everything eats them. If we impact their habitat, everything is
affected.
Carol: Maine law expanded the protected buffer area to 700 feet as of last September.
(Discussion of how big the vernal pool is, comments that it is not that wide, a marshy, wet area, without
too many egg masses according to Richard Boswick.)
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Ed: Moving on, where the blue lines are surrounded by green areas, the blue lines are streams.
Richard: The significance of streams around Rte. 27 include fish habitat and water quality issues. We
looked here and did not find much. West Alna Road did have juvenile salmon and it’s a cold water nursery for Atlantic salmon. We couldn’t sample the stream that’s impacted by the interchange area because
there might be salmon in it. But the earlier sampling found crayfish, warm water fish, food fish for lots
of other organisms.
Richard:  As you look closely, this chart shows the impact - addition or subtraction - of what is in the
DEIS. For option one, the half diamond at Rte. 27, look at N8c figures in the DEIS and add these numbers to it to get the total impacts. Split up like this, it helps you compare alternatives. Some impacts are
negative.
Ed: Group one and two are full interchanges at Rte. 27 only. Option 3 and 4 are full interchange at 27
with a half interchange at Rte. 218 option. Option 5 and 6 are full interchanges at Rte. 27 and full interchanges at Rte. 218. There is a reduction at Option 2 because you’re not building more interchanges.
Peter: Are there more displacements?
Ed: You could expect two more displacements with a diamond interchange at Rte. 27.
Task Force member: Houses?
Ed: Yes, two houses. Option 3, 4, 5 and 6 all include one residential displacement on Rte. 218. If you
combine the diamond interchange with the Rte. 218 interchange, it totals three.
Peter: What is the impact on the jail?
Ed: The jail is impacted in 5 and 6. It doesn’t take the property but puts ramps right next door. And, any
diamond interchange that is south-oriented will be close to the school. The north oriented version in option 2,4, and 6 have impacts to the sidewalk to the school. We haven’t shown historic impacts for other
options besides 5 and 6 - but the diamond interchange ramps would be in historic district on both routes.
Peter: Do 5 and 6 have a bigger impact to jail than now?
Ed: Yes, it could be an adverse effect.
Richard: It’s not in the data, but if these are the half ramps, all the alternatives would affect vernal pools.
Jo: The other purple line on far right of map, in both maps it doesn’t seem to join it at Rte. 218?
Kat: This is a general location for these ramps, they would touch if built.
Tom E.: In the half interchange for traffic to and from Edgecomb, why do the ramps spread out so
much?
Carol: That would be the engineer’s curves for speed?
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Ed: It’s an approximation. The purple line could be different but its representative of what could be an
on-ramp.
Richard: On a bridge coming downhill, you want plenty of room to merge traffic, you want to keep it
horizontal.
Tom E.: It takes a lot of land.
Ross: It’s taking a lot of houses too.
Ed: In the impact map of the same groups, we see some similarities and the resources are the same areas
of other map. What’s different here is that on the Rte. 218 side it shows a full interchange with four
ramps, all located on the east side of 218. This is where jail impact is shown. The reason ramps are so far
down there is because of proximity of the ramps from Rte. 27. The ramps are long and need separation
from the Rte. 218 ramps.
Don J.: This the one that shows the 31 year payback?
Ed: Yes.
Carol: Do we need to spend much time on this, since it is in a very populated area? Can we move to the
N2h groups?
Ed: Quickly, Group 6 is a diamond interchange at Rte. 27 and a full interchange at 218. You can predict
the outcomes there. The full interchange at Rte. 27, a full diamond, is a north-bound ramp that might
result in two additional residential displacements on Langdon Rd.
Dave Bertran: How much more traffic is on Rte. 27 compared to Rte. 218?
Ed: It depends on where you are on the road, but it could be two to three times more. There are places on
Rte. 27 where counts are very low, but beyond Hooper St. it’s 3,000, then it dissipates. It’s 6,000 by the
elementary school.
Ed: Looking at N2h, it is set up the same way the N8c groups are set up, the difference here is that we
have three groups representing full interchanges at Rte. 27. The full loop interchange in the DEIS, the
half diamond south-oriented at Rte. 27 and the full diamond at Rte 27.
Carol: If anyone wanted to break out impacts on specific interchanges, that could be done?
Ed: Yes
Ed: Here is the centerline map showing the full loop interchange at Rte. 27. The ramps in red are in the
DEIS, the purple shows added ramps to make it a full interchange.
Richard: This is the only configuration at Rte. 27 that adds additional impacts to the vernal pool near
Rte. 27.
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Ed: Looking at the impact map, near the vernal pool, there are no additional impact areas. You see impact for additional ramps at the DEIS interchange and half interchange for Rte. 218. On Option 2 and 5,
the full interchange is shown in red, with a half interchange on Rte. 27 where the diamond interchange
would be. Impact map where vernal pool is affected here. In the full diamond interchange at Rte. 27,
you subtract the loop ramp and other ramp and DEIS interchange and half interchange at 218. This has
potential residential displacement, due to full diamond interchange at Rte. 27. There is also potential
displacement at the half interchange on Rte. 218.
Richard: The option here that avoids affecting this stream would look good to the federal agencies (DEP,
EPA, etc.). They would rather not affect streams like this. Leaving the stream alone is a good balance for
affecting the vernal pool. It’s something they would weigh as a tradeoff. Potential displacements are also
weighed.
Don J.: Displacements where?
Ed: This area here on Langdon Road.
Ed: This other map shows the full interchange at Rte. 218 for the N2h and N2f alternatives. The ramps
are longer on the west side of Rte. 218 due to the hill - it goes up a considerable grade. The bypass is going uphill as you go south or west, takes a distance for the ramp to catch up with the bypass.
Carol: What is the grade from Rte. 218 to top of hill – 100 feet?
Ed: Probably in the 75-100 foot range.
Don J.: I just want to make sure its clear that N2h is actually applying to the three central bypass alternatives.
Ed: Yes.
Peter: Where is the Sortwell Farm?
Ed: It’s just outside of the yellow circle surrounding the vernal pool by Rte. 27.
Ed: This next map shows a full diamond interchange at both routes and the impact areas. In Group 9,
there is potential environmental tradeoff impacting the brook at Rte. 27 and the vernal pool. The same
tradeoff exists here doing away with loop ramps.
Ed: In N2a, the outermost alternative, the ramp crosses the West Alna Road. We could look at a West
Alna Rd. interchange, but in the DEIS there is a 500 ft bridge over Rte. 218 and the Polly Clark stream.
If we had a diamond interchange directly on Rte 218 we would have to build two more long bridges.
We have to elevate the northbound on ramp. The sketch here shows it shorter than it would be in reality.
There are no additional displacements.
Carol: Any discussion? Questions??
Ross: Does DOT have a recommendation?
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Kat: Not at this point yet.
Carol: Do you want to take the handouts and maps away, look at it and email comments? There was a lot
to absorb tonight.
Tom E: Have you done any estimates or calculation on the impact of building interchanges on Rte. 218,
especially to what extent it would increase traffic? If we went forward with this would you make those
calculations?
Ed: We didn’t add any new traffic in calculating benefits, we did vehicle hours saved and vehicle miles
saved. An interchange at a location would generate some development - there would be some induced
growth.
Tom E.: Induced growth up the road would make it easier to access Rte. 218, make it easier for people to
live in Alna and work in Bath.
Doug: Looking at Alna truck traffic that leaves the Crooker Pit, a good number – at least a third - peel
off at Rte. 294 if traveling north. They will now travel down Rte. 218 and enter or exit at these ramps.
This time saving will have an impact on people who live on Rte. 218 and it will be a magnet for additional traffic for people who can now live 10- 12 miles further away from where they work. It’s hard
to quantify this, but looking at the vernal pool and direct impacts, the increased development pressure
up the Sheepscot River probably dwarfs positive impact. Result of a full interchange is that more traffic
would get off the bypass.
Amanda: The DEIS doesn’t have Rte. 218 interchanges now, right?
Ed: Right.
Tom E: Why are we looking at this, then? What does it have to do with the bypass?
Carol: We need to seriously evaluate the comments on adding – or not adding- interchanges that we
received during the Public Comment period.
Doug: I am wondering whether entering and exiting traffic would reduce flow and speed of traffic on the
bypass. Would there be increased noise impact due to acceleration and deceleration. Does this have an
environmental or human impact?
Ed: Yes, noise is part of the impacts we look at.
Doug: Are there standard measurements of sound impacts around exits? If you live near high speed traffic the noise is steady, but the constant interruption of acceleration and deceleration is worse.
Kat: There is not a standard acceleration threshold in noise policy. If it exceeds a certain decibel threshold we have to mitigate.
Dave: It might be less expensive to straighten the existing truck connection out. Not as hilly. Shoot the
trucks over to Rte. 27 where they can use those ramps.
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Don J.: Are you proposing a Fowle Hill Road upgrade?
Dave: It’s physically very straight, up hill and down, it might be easier to make greater use of that. There
is a transfer station on it now.
Amanda: Is this something we could do in future more quickly than we could build a bypass?
Kat: Improving an existing road?
Dave: We could use the on and off ramps that are already there. The trucks have to go somewhere.
Doug: Property values are already built around truck routes, its unfair to change them.
Ross: On page 33, where there are long stretches of ramps, uphill and downhill, that creates lots of noise
for trucks.
Don J.: I want to comment on the redistribution of traffic over existing roads by building an interchange
on Rte. 218. The state has a hierarchy of roads: local roads, collectors, arterials, etc. The goal is to move
more traffic onto higher level roads, which improves the overall efficiency of the system. That is the
benefit of moving traffic to Rte. 218. It benefits the overall efficiency of the roads by encouraging people
to use higher-level roads.
Doug: Based on that, DOT should widen Rte. 218 straight through on Federal St to Rte. 1.
Don J.: Our ability to regulate truck traffic in Wiscasset is based on the DOT allowing us to enforce
weight limits on the stretch of Federal St. before it gets to Rte. 1. We have it set at 6,000 maximum.
Looking down the road, if they don’t add an interchange, or if we have no right to enforce truck weights,
there will be more trucks in the village. We don’t want to lose the ability to enforce this.
Kat: The policy is to work with communities to create truck routes that are reasonable, but that isn’t
always possible. Regarding the suggestion that wouldn’t it be an easier solution to widen Federal St.,
that’s not something we can do because it’s a historic area. The alternative to interchanges by going
across Fowle Road is something to look at.
Arthur: The infrastructure on Federal Street is collapsing and needs to be rebuilt. That is why we have a
weight limit there.
Doug: Any time you alter the flow of truck traffic, people benefit and people lose.
Arthur: When anything is changed, it causes completely different behavior. Rte. 218 and Federal St.
might become a nice downtown street such as in the old part of Montreal. An old narrow street.
I’d like to add a comment- one thing the municipalities around Wiscasset need is to provide space for
people to move to. This new infrastructure will force out homes, but people will still want to live near
Wiscasset. This impact will be beneficial to other communities.
Carol: That is a topic that fits right in with the upcoming regional Gateway 1 meeting on May 6.
Amanda: The impact on other communities depends on your definition of benefit.
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Art: By benefit I mean tax dollars.
Amanda: There is a controversy regarding the benefits of residential development vs. open space.
(General discussion of monetary value of residential development vs. the cost in services.)
Don H.: There are things we need to be aware of when talking of interchanges. What are effects of our
changing to other towns?
Doug: That’s how we are approaching this growth.
Amanda: I prefer conversations live rather than email conversations.
Don J.: Is it desirable for us to give our opinions here on the interchanges?
Carol: Yes, and why.
Don J.: I can make some general statements. It’s pretty clear that a Rte. 218 interchange with the idea of
building N8c is a bad idea because of its proximity to the historic district. It’s also reasonable to say that
with the prospect of a high value subdivision on Clark’s Point Hill, that that particular route is not viable
– and also requires a rather awkward and difficult interchange at West Alna Rd. I don’t see these gaining
much support in Wiscasset.
Doug: Is Wiscasset’s view about any route also linked to interchanges on that route?
Don J.: Because the issue of an interchange on Rte. 218 is of importance, it adds to why the town would
not like routes that are not compatible with a Rte. 218 interchange.
Amanda: Does Wiscasset have to have a Rte. 218 interchange?
Don J.: The selectmen believe it to be important to the town.
Carol: At a previous meeting, Don said the objective was to get traffic out of downtown
Dave: As a compromise, what if Rte. 218 stopped at West Alna Road and cut over by the dump to Rte.
27. Anyone wanting to go north or south on the bypass could go out there to get on it. Re-label the road.
Protect Federal St.
Don J.: We discussed this earlier and it was not rejected.
Dave: We should look at that.
(General agreement.)
Doug: What would that do to traffic at Rte 218? It might be a neutral.
Don J.: It would tend to only have an affect on southbound traffic. It’s not going to attract traffic on Rte.
218 wanting to go west, but it could be desirable.
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Tom E.: We have spent three meetings talking about interchanges, and I think this is a distraction from
the main objective. The role of the bypass is to get Route 1 traffic out of Wiscasset village. Given limits
on resources in future, there is not much extra money to be spent on this. How much has this discussion
really moved peoples’ opinions?
Carol: As we’ve said, we have a legal requirement to evaluate the comments on adding – or not addinginterchanges that were received during the Public Comment period.
Doug: I think we punted it a bit down the field.
Amanda: This is not the end of the conversation on interchanges, is it?
Carol: Based on the meeting schedule, yes. We have a considerable list of issues we still need to discuss,
and we had hoped to get these meetings completed before the end of June. The list of issues includes
downtown traffic management, Davis Island/Englebrekt Rd., tax effects in Wiscasset and new proposals
made during the Public Comment period.
Jo: What about tax effects on Edgecomb?
Carol: That will be part of the meeting in Wiscasset on April 17. Amanda is planning on attending.
Doug: I’m feeling worn down, this process is taking too much time, and items are getting equal weight
when they do not deserve equal weight. People are dropping off.
Jo: All these years, the bypass goes around Wiscasset and lands somewhere on other side of river. But
the study done on the other side of the river is minimal. The Englebrekt community will be gone if the
route favored by Wiscasset is chosen. Edgecomb doesn’t like those routes. I’m wondering what happens
when all the route options land in my town. I’m looking at the citizens’ concepts that were handed out to
discuss today. One is ridiculous and the other is almost as bad.
Carol: Jo is talking about the southern routes that we were going to discuss today if there was time. Does
anyone want to start talking about them now?
All: No.
Carol: I understand everyone’s frustration with the time this is taking. These issues are all important to
at least some of you, but it does seem that without putting a limit on the time we take for each, we could
be here for another eight years. Is there anything we should take out of the agenda topics I passed out
earlier?
Ross: We want to do it right.
Doug: Is time better spent in discussion of ideas as opposed to listening to presentations?
Dave: We have spent six years on design and now what we are doing is relevant in terms of the details.
Don J.: We aren’t making decisions here, just advising. Is tonight the final opportunity to discuss interchanges?
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Carol: Has any of this information changed anyone’s mind?
Don H.: Not mine. I am a fan of traffic management and not spending lots of money. We’re discussing
interchanges for roads that I think shouldn’t be built. I don’t have an opinion on interchanges. What difference does it make that we go to those meetings. The decision will be made in a different form. We are
not going to make a decision. My vote doesn’t count.
Doug: We should spend more time finding others’ point of view instead of engineering. I want to find
a consensus decision that everyone can be happy with. I am worn out with factual presentations. An
exchange of ideas among humans is more important.
Carol: This particular process – the Task Force itself - is not mandated by NEPA, it is above and beyond
what is required. MaineDOT wants to find compromise solutions, and the presentations are being done
in the hope that new information would move the ball forward in some way. Given what I am hearing,
do we want to change the topics and the format?
Doug: We should start the next session with this discussion.
Carol: Okay. We will start the next meeting with 15 minutes on changing format and looking at the topics.
Jo: I cannot make the meeting on the 17th.
Carol: That’s right, and several others have the same conflict, as there is a major fundraiser that night as
well as an event at the Botanical Gardens. The meeting will be rescheduled, hopefully for the following
Thursday, and I will get in touch with all of you to confirm.
(Carol started to close the meeting, and was asked by a citizen if she could speak. Carol apologized and
reopened the meeting.)
PUBLIC COMMENT
Ann Schneider, Wiscasset: There is another alternative for truck traffic. I live on Rte. 218, and that’s the
way trucks go, not into downtown Wiscasset. They go up to the Crooker Pit and go down Blinn Hill Rd.
into Dresden. to get trucks out of 218.  Another thing, meetings should be between Wiscasset and Edgcomb. More people in Wiscasset should have more of a say rather than other towns. Adding interchanges
on Rte. 218 is not representing my point of view, Don doesn’t live there and I do. More interaction
between Edgecomb and Wiscasset is necessary.
The meeting closed at 8:50 pm.
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AGENDA
MIDCOAST BYPASS TASK FORCE MEETING
April 24, 2008
6:30-8:30 pm
Lincoln County Communications Room, Wiscasset

1. April 3 Meeting: Outstanding Issues
2. Decision on Next Steps
3. Village Traffic Management
4. Other Business
5. Public Comment

Carol Morris
All
Ed Hanscom
All
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Midcoast Bypass Task Force
Meeting Report
April 24, 2008
Lincoln County Communications Room, Wiscasset
Attending: Don Jones, Wiscasset; Jo Cameron, Edgecomb; Dave Bertran, Westport Island; Arthur
Faucher, Wiscasset; Pat Hudson, Newcastle; Ross Edwards, Boothbay; Dick Thomas, Chewonki; Bob
Faunce, Lincoln County; Jaimie Logan, Boothbay Harbor Region Chamber of Commerce; Norma
Dreyfus, Friends of Coastal Preservation; Doug Baston, Alna; Tom Eichler, Sheepscot Valley Conservation Association; Tom Woodin, Boothbay Harbor; Dave King, Woolwich;  Ed Hanscom, MaineDOT;
Mark Hasselmann, FHWA; Kat Fuller, MaineDOT; Gerry Audibert, MaineDOT; Jenny O’Bryon,
MaineDOT; Lisa Dickson, SEA Consultants; Carol Morris, Morris Communications.
Guests: W. Frank Risell, Wiscasset, Morrison Bonpasse, R.O.A.D, Newcastle; Honor Sage, SVCA;
Greg Foster, Lincoln County News.
The meeting opened at 6:34 pm.
Carol Morris: At the end of the last meeting we talked about the process, with many of you expressing
the concern that this is going too slowly. Based on that, MaineDOT and FHWA had some conversations and we have a proposal, which we can discuss now. After that we will move to a discussion of
Wiscasset Village traffic management. We will then look at any other business, then go to public comment.
To start, we should remember that based on these meetings and the public comment, MaineDOT has
promised to identify a preferred alternative. We got no clear consensus on an alternative from the public comments. We formed the Task Force for perspective. Last week, we heard that you were overloaded with technical information, with not enough discussion time. Lets talk about it. Is that accurate?
(General agreement from Task Force.)
I agree with you that it’s very difficult with all the technicalities of this kind of study. In the five meetings since January, we have only completed two topics. Another reason for frustration. What we have
left to cover is Edgecomb’s concerns, proposed new alignments, the report on diversion analysis, the
Wiscasset tax report, and the Army Corps of Engineers presentation. The proposal is in one more meeting we get through the rest of the topics and take a break until mid-June. This gives MaineDOT time to
take a step back, evaluate data, and begin to take some of the alternatives off the table. They will come
back to you with a matrix of where we are in terms of alternatives and assessment of preferred routes.
What are your thoughts?
Tom Woodin: It seems more organized.
Don Jones: The key is to be able to cover all those things in one meeting. Maybe we should make it
two meeting or one three hour meeting?
Jaimie Logan: Can we have pizza?
Carol: If you all are willing to do a three-hour meeting, we will have pizza.
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(General agreement.)
Doug Baston: What are the proposed new alignments?
Carol: The two southern routes proposed by Mr. Van Orsdell. MaineDOT is doing a Stage One analysis
of his proposal to see it contains something they missed in the first round.
Doug: Do we have to discuss those things? It seems like a waste of time.
Carol: It is part of the process, but we could do a written report for the Task Force if you prefer.
Mark Hasselmann: We have a responsibility to show the variations of all other alternatives looked at and
evaluate whether the proposal meets the purpose of study and roughly what its impacts would be.
Carol: So MaineDOT will do an analysis and report that out to you, yes?
Jo Cameron: If we have questions we can discuss it then?
Carol: Yes.
Carol: Looking at the Edgecomb issues will take some time, and we want to preface that discussion with
the findings of Gateway 1 in terms of what we will see in this region 30 yrs from now. This area shows
strong growth.
Jo: Are we also going to look at the Rte. 27 study? That was done by three towns.
Carol: Yes, we can bring copies. Okay, then it’s confirmed that we can do all that in three hours and
bring pizza, May 1, 5:30-8:30 pm, here.
(General agreement.)
Carol: One other thing. In June are you committed to look at the analysis, and if one of your preferred
routes is taken away, are you willing to compromise and work on improving other alternatives. I want to
come up with some serious work in order to get the best possible alternative
Doug: Would it be better to work through May?? The summer is difficult.
Carol: MaineDOT needs time to do the analysis and organize the data so it is easily comparable. I would
hope we could get by with just two more meetings. I know we want an end date so we don’t have eight
more years of these meetings.
(Discussion of when to meet: Tentative date of the 10th of June was made. Carol to confirm.)
Carol: Before Ed talks about what has been done to date in the Village to manage congestion, I want to
talk a little about what causes congestion. It is a combination of factors: number of vehicles trying to
get through, the transition to a village setting, pedestrians crossing, parking activity, road design, the rail
crossing, a steep hill, turning and entering traffic, traffic signals. All those things create congestion. Not
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only one change to one of those items will solve a problem. It is a multifaceted problem, which needs
more than one solution. Now let’s look at what has been done to-date.
Ed Hanscom: This is a schematic of Water Street in 1998. There was perpendicular parking, and a summer traffic officer that helped manage traffic at middle St. intersection. That was discontinued after ‘98
due to budget. In 2000 MaineDOT started trying new things, including perpendicular parking into angles
parking and a curved median and left turn prohibitions at specific spots. In June 2001 we took out the
island and replaced it with left turn lanes because we wanted to try something different. This was a series of tests. We did a trial of one-way streets, on one side of Main St. only. We also took out that crosswalk. In July we put signals up for the rest of the summer. They were always intended to be temporary
and were taken down in September. During this time we were collecting data on traffic, turning data and
pedestrians.
Jo: Those were the only traffic signals you put in?
Ed: Yes, because we knew this was the most congested area.
In Sept 2001, we took the signals out and put back the two-way traffic pattern. We looked at how much
through-traffic could get through downtown, which we measured on Friday afternoon when it would be
backed up a lot. Our highway is then operating above capacity. Data from 1998 told us that northbound
traffic was between 900-1000 vehicles per hour. With the island it was over 1,000. We took the island
out and took away two-way streets, it went up to 1,070. With signals, we got around 1050. Those three
different levels of control have about 30 vehicles in the difference in capacity.
Dave B: What is the ideal number of cars per hour?
Ed: The ideal for two-lane highway in a rural setting with complete access control and designed for 50
mph is 1,600 vehicles for one direction. Based on this data, northbound is 1,050, southbound is less 850. The railroad tracks and the hill cause that.
Tom W: How is the 25 mph speed set up?
Ed: That is set due to all those things, tight curves, hills
Don:  Of the two things done when we converted to angle parking that was a sacrifice to town of Wiscasset was a loss of parking spaced. It’s well liked and no one wants to go back, but we lost 12 parking
spaces. There were some complaints from business. I just want to show there was a price to be paid for
angled parking.
Don: The traffic officer, for the years he was there working, was a symbol of the congestion and took
a lot of verbal abuse from people going through town. Those of us who were here know that people
crossed in groups as a result and it stopped people from jaywalking. The officer did some good.
Ed: This chart shows a number of things. The pink line is the measured capacity of northbound. The
dark blue is the southbound. When you add up you get the total capacity of Rte. 1 here: 1,900 vehicles
per hour. We measured pedestrian crossing and turning movements at Rte. 218, Middle and Water Sts.
The amount of activity increased downtown from May through August. There were 110 pedestrian
crossings per hour  to start, moving up to 200 in August. Turning movements started at 375 in May,
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moving to 500 in August, both an indication that downtown was getting busier each month. The pink
line is the existing demand of what traffic needs to get through. 2,300 want to get through, but 1,900 is
the capacity. That extra 400 is the back-up. If we were going to solve the capacity problem by reducing
pedestrian crossings, the graph would show a distinct upward movement, but there is no indication of
that happening. There is no sign we can get to current demand by just changing pedestrian movements.
Tom W: If we assume the speed limit is 55 mph from Bath to Wiscasset, and the village is 25mph, is
there a way to find how far back that traffic would go?
Ed: The speed of traffic trying to get through is about 10 mph.
Jo: It takes time to get up a hill from a complete stop.
Dave B: It would be five miles back from the bridge. In one hour you can back up five miles. This makes
the point that the problem is too many cars and not enough space, pedestrians don’t have as much of an
effect.
Don: The assumption is that the highway between the Kennebec River and Wiscasset… that section of
highway is currently at Level of Service E, which is close to be the lowest. What struck me about this is
in 2000 the original study included the highway to the Kennebec, and John Melrose decided to exclude
that area from study. That doesn’t match with Gateway 1 data. Did the commissioner make a mistake?
Carol: Well, he didn’t have the benefit of this data.
Don: You feel at present that the level of service is satisfactory for that area?
Ed: Yes, it is acceptable, there are a lot of roads in this state working at level E.
Ed:  With turning movement in traffic it works the same way as pedestrians: you don’t see there being a
strong indication that we can serve existing demands or future demands based on change there.
Tom Eichler: Could we eliminate all turning traffic?
Tom W.: You could remove all those impediments and it will be a sheer matter of volume – there won’t
be much difference.
Jo: I wonder if the general speed limit through Wiscasset to the Davey Bridge and maybe across Davis
Island could be reduced to 35 mph. Would this even it out and keep it at a constant flow? Keep it at 35
mph instead of 55 down to 25 mph.
Tom W.: Instead of backing up to the fire station it would back up to the Taste of Maine.  It’s just a matter of volume.
Ed: Speed limits are set based on what people are willing to drive.
The theory is good, but if road design gives people comfort to drive 55 and push the limit, they will.
Dave King:  Speed limits don’t stop traffic from going fast.
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Don: The speed transitions pretty well already, in incremental steps down.
Jo: The bridge should be 35 mph for the entire length and Davis Island should be slower as well.
Tom W: You have to slow down due to the geometric progression thing. The rail tracks slow you down
too.
Carol: For the remainder of the presentation, we can use the handouts in order to give MaineDOT an action plan - to see which items we want to move forward on.
Tom W: Is this over and above a bypass going in?
Carol: One way or the other.
Carol: The category we are looking at is pedestrian control. Under that we have underpass or overpass,
pedestrian crossing signals, relocate cross walks, crossing guard.
Dave B: The problem with pedestrian underpasses is where do you put it? Peoplel will still run across
the road instead of walking down to the overpass.
Jo: In China, pedestrian overpasses were sturdy and attractive. They worked, people used them and traffic passed below.
Dave B: Were they wheelchair accessible?
Jo: No.
Don: A pedestrian overpass is going to be a visual blight to the historic district.. It’s only needed until
we build a bypass. You would need a fence to keep people from crossing the street. We don’t do that
because we value the village. This is why we want a bypass, so we don’t mess up the village. It would
need to be handicap accessible and you will have a big U-shaped construction on both sides and the hills
make it even more of an issue and people won’t use them. For an underpass you will want to start on the
downhill side and they will still be long and no one will use it in the winter.
Carol: Lisa Dickson is the MaineDOT liaison for the Maine Historic Preservation Commission and she
has spoken with MHPC about this.
Lisa: I am a cultural resource for projects in historic districts. I had a conversation with MHPC about
alternatives. They opposed to an overpass. Regarding ADA (Americans Disability Act), there are ways
that historic requirements under Section 106 can trump ADA.
You don’t need an ADA-compliant facility. MHPC is opposed to an overpass. The impacts of the ramps
would be too great for this area.
They have concerns about an underpass but they are willing to consider a design. Out of the three choices, this is the one they would consider.
Doug: I don’t know where we are going. All these suggestions have been tried in the past and all these
things haven’t worked. Or they are unacceptable for town,
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Dave B:  When the new bridge was finished, DOT said they would put in signs to divert traffic. Pedestrian control doesn’t have a lot of merit.
Pat Hudson: What about a pedestrian traffic light?
Ed: We did have pedestrian-activated push buttons and they did help organize pedestrian crossings better. Not much different than with a traffic officer.
Dave K.: I’ve seen lots of them ignore the light.
Jo: I cannot believe you gave these measures enough time. It takes time to get habituated to these things.
Why not have a fullpout traffic light at Rte. 27 by the municipal building?
Carol: Let’s stick with the pedestrian topic until we have come to an agreement.
Tom E.: The underpass looks like a possibility, I see problems with that myself, it could be ugly and creates problems but compared to what alternatives and a bypass creates, it’s worth looking at.
Jo: Quebec City has an elevator for handicap accessible for an overpass, its expensive but not compared
to a bypass. Leave these things in for a while to get people get accustomed to it.
Bob Faunce: Regardless of what we do, it won’t have much real impact on a bypass. We need to reduce
the margin and increase capacity in village. Pedestrian signals are more dangerous than not having one.
If they are not activated until the pedestrian wants to cross, lots of traffic goes across against the signals.
In Wiscasset these would all be visitors and elderly who can’t walk that quickly - so we need extra time
for safety.
Pat: People are very courteous to pedestrians, people stop.
Ross: The only way to make those work is if an officer is right there handing out tickets.
Jaimie: What is the point, isn’t this just 50-60 cars per hour?
Dave K: The only way a pedestrian signal will work is to tie it into a traffic signal so we’re back to stopping traffic again.
Don: I think a crossing guard would be good because it would be an individual who would take care of
elderly moving slowly. You don’t want to get scolded by an officer.
Dick Thomson: The crossing guards we had were young kids, and their only purpose was to allow
people to cross. It wasn’t about getting the traffic through.
Carol: We will look at an underpass, as MHPC was willing to review it.
Let’s move to the Through-traffic-control category:  Alternate route signs on the highway, web cams, essentially the things on this list make people avoid Wiscasset.
David K.: Get rid of coastal Maine sign, then people will drive the other way. They think it’s all a scenic
water view.
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Jaimie: They tried to do that before and it was a mutiny.
Carol: If you think we need to look at these things seriously, I need a strong recommendation that something need to be done
Dave B.: Number three is a no-brainer. Serious congestion in Wiscasset should supercede business concerns. Business people won’t like any of these.
Carol: The details need to be worked out on this, for example, what the message says, when do they turn
them on, who does that, etc.
Dave B.: Can’t you see when cars are sitting still? It doesn’t matter technically how you do it - we
should use it when Wiscasset is seriously congested.
Jo: Edgecomb recently received plans from DOT regarding a sensory arrangement for coming onto Rte.
27 to Rte. 1 because there is a blind hill. It is an in-pavement sensor. So that is one technology.
Doug: Is there any order to this conversation? We have travel stories,  controlling traffic on the freeway,
telling you how much of a wait for traffic there is.
Dave B.: Jo said there was a simple way to have a camera and a switch.
Bob: This is an unproductive meeting, prior to this there were good meetings with lots of technical information.
Carol: At the last meeting we got feedback that there had been too much technical information and not
enough time for discussion.
Bob: Everyone’s talking and it’s not very productive. I have to represent what is going on to lots of other
people and this is not helpful.
Ross: How many cars here are going beyond the local area. Do we know?
Ed: The Midcoast study showed that message signs influence path and time of day for as many as 1,500
vehicles, which is not much but something.
Carol: Now we are discussing number 3. Do we need a regional group to discuss the implementation?
Don: This is already in the DEIS
Jaimie: Yes, we need a regional group to discuss this.
Kat Fuller: The #1 item is web cams, we need to decide which ones to do when, and do you agree with
that.
Pat: At the Edgecomb public meeting DOT said the variable message sign could not be installed for five
years.
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Ed:  We meant that it will be up and running within the next five years.
Pat: John Melrose spoke of this.
Dave B: John said it would be implemented when the bridge opened.
Carol: What would we like to move to next? Traffic controls? I need feedback to determine what DOT
should implement.
Jo: How about number 13: High crash locations.
Carol: The comment indicates that that will need to be looked at once final decision is made on the bypass, as that would affect those.
Bob: Why not look at that now?
Ed: It’s not necessary. They are high crash now, but might not be once the bypass is there. Eddy Rd is
the only one we’ve looked at.
Don: The Midcoast study looked at Lee St. and Bradford Road intersection. The two sides are misaligned, and a traffic engineer can improve the flow. The department could take a look.
Ed: Yes, we will.
Carol: Let’s look at local traffic controls. #3 is about ridesharing.
Jo: That would require a whole change in human psychology.
Dave K: The issue of parking in Wiscasset is part and parcel of the problem. If you want to fix it, build a
parking garage and take all parking off street. Is that possible?
Carol: Is there any available land?
Doug: Would this make a difference?
Dave B.: If you build a parking garage and solved the problem, this would also help for carpooling as
well.
Carol: We could ultimately be in a situation where any incremental change could make a difference.
What I’m hearing is talk about moving parking.
Arthur Faucher: There is land available to provide additional parking.
Kat: The suggestion is to remove parking. If all we do is create more parking, it’s not really helping.
Arthur: This is not downtown Freeport.
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Carol: Is Wiscasset willing to look at making changes to parking?
Arthur: We are willing to discuss it.
Doug: I am trying to think of an example where a village can thrive without parking on Main St..
Jaime: Burlington, Vermont has lots of parking off the street.
Don: I agree with Doug, all these towns still have parking on streets, and more to point, businesses are
going to resist this, the only way to have it work is to make parking really close to shops. It’s a question
of availability.
David K: When you eliminate downtown parking, it causes businesses to leave.
Tom W.: Freeport already has a bypass.
Carol: We are trying to see if there’s any interest in trying something new here.
Pat: isn’t that what was suggested in early meetings? How they brought people into the park at Mt. Desert by bus?
Norma: Yes it absolutely needs to be looked at. #7 should be part of a bigger plan.
Ross: The parking lot at the fire station in Boothbay, you can park and take a van, it doesn’t get used at
all.
Dave B: Norma’s point is valid. Parking needs to be close in order for anyone to use rail or bus.
Tom W: A lot of these suggestions seem to be targeted toward commerce in downtown and local traffic
impacts. The major problem is everyone going through the downtown. It’s not pedestrians or backing
out of parking that causes these problems, we need to look at the bigger picture.
Tom E: We don’t need to completely eliminate congestion in Wiscasset, just cut the time in half. That
would make the question do we even need a bypass.
Doug: There seems to be a difference in perception to people in the group, is it the lowest minimal
amount of pain in getting through the town that we’re after, or is it letting the village actually have a life.
I don’t think making this tolerable is the solution. Wiscasset should have a village life.
Carol: With the amount of traffic on the increase, a bypass would make that possible. We are looking at
measures that are interim, but if in 10 years the whole world has changed due to something unforseeable,
perhaps the bypass wouldn’t be needed
Jaimie: When you consider all these, would we be looking at these in terms of time and cost as well as
feasibility?
Carol: Yes. I will send to you a write-up of what we heard tonight, and in turn, DOT will form a smaller
group to talk about such issues as signage.
Kat: We might have more than one group depending at what and where things are implemented. We
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want a variety of things to look at in order to find the right thing to do. Trade offs will be needed.
Carol: The feedback today from you will be reflected in the final EIS.
Don: Most comments are from who were suggesting them as an alternative to building a bypass. We
should be looking at a combination of these - if so would it be good enough to not build a bypass? I
would say no.
Carol: I heard people say if you aren’t going to build a bypass for ten years you need to give us some
relief. That’s what this is about. Can we look at two more issues?
Jo: The Rte. 27 light- why it wasn’t there?
Ed: In looking at how to relieve congestion, the light didn’t do anything for that issue. There is something that could be looked at, not as a solution for congestion but a different method for Rte. 27 traffic to
get onto Rte. 1. In an earlier test, it was easier to access Rte. 1 from the side streets. This would ease the
delays to Rte. 27 traffic but not at the epense of Rte. 1 traffic.
Don: As an interim measure, full ramps should be reduced. The selectmen of Wiscasset want a traffic
signal, and if it makes turns easier on Rte. 27 it would reduce the impact on Rte. 1.
Carol: #15 prohibits left turns. Let’s talk about that.
Ed: The left turn pockets don’t eliminate left turns, to physically do that we would need an island to stop
it.
Tom W: Can people get where they want to go if they can’t turn left?
Kat: If you can’t turn left, people have to drive further and cross somewhere. It’s hard to figure what
would work.
Tom E: If we eliminate all left turns would that have a considerable effect?
Ed: It helps boost capacity some. Not a lot.
Don: The turn pockets are still there.
Pat: DOT installed a traffic light in Damariscotta and it will be interesting to see how that will affect
traffic, a similar situation there.
Jaime: The Boothbay area is looking for something to be done due to traffic from Rte. 27, it creates a
bottleneck and there are safety issues in Edgecomb.
Carol: That intersection was listed in the high crash location list. We had a discussion earlier – in one
of the earlier task force meetings – discussing if that intersection could be taken care of earlier - but it
depends on the alternative chosen.
Having gone through the list of options, Carol opened the meeting to the public.
C.87

PUBLIC
Morrison Bonapasse: On page one I have two separate suggestions, the first is that traffic counters give
DOT accurate info. Good traffic counter should be a priority. Second, web cams  are everywhere  in  
Maine for all sorts of reasons. People can look at traffic, see how it is going today and make rational
decisions. Also, the cost is far less than $10,000. Pedestrian overpasses in European cities are nice, and
could be attractive things. Handicapped people could do the exact same thing they do now, have easy
access at street level.
The meeting adjourned at 8:36 pm.
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Midcoast Bypass Task Force Meeting
May 1, 2008
5:30-7:30 pm
Lincoln County Communications Room
1. April 24 Meeting Review Action Steps
2. Selected Gateway 1 Findings: Region 2				
3. Edgecomb Land Use Update					
4. New Alignments Analysis
5. Diversion Analysis Peer Review (Preliminary)
6. Other Business & Next Steps
7. Public Comment

Carol Morris/Gerry Audibert
Kat Fuller/Carol Morris
Ed Hanscom
Handout
Handout
All

C.89

Midcoast Bypass Task Force
Meeting Report
May 1, 2008
Lincoln County Communications Room, Wiscasset
Attending: Don Jones, Wiscasset; Jo Cameron, Edgecomb; Amanda Russell, Edgecomb; Dave Bertran,
Westport Island; Arthur Faucher, Wiscasset; Pat Hudson, Newcastle; Ross Edwards, Boothbay; Bob
Faunce, Lincoln County; Jaimie Logan, Boothbay Harbor Region Chamber of Commerce; Doug Baston,
Alna; Tom Eichler, Sheepscot Valley Conservation Association; Tom Woodin, Boothbay Harbor; Dave
King, Woolwich; Ed Hanscom, MaineDOT; Peter Kleskovic, FHWA; Mark Hasselmann, FHWA; Kat
Fuller, MaineDOT; Gerry Audibert, MaineDOT; Carol Morris, Morris Communications.
Guests: George Freeman, Wiscasset; John Van Orsdell, Boothbay; Carol Pilgrim, Boothbay Harbor;
Greg Foster, Lincoln County News; Charlotte Boynton, Wiscasset Newspaper.
The meeting opened at 5:41 pm.
Carol Morris: We’ll begin with a recap of last week’s meeting. I have sent you all via email an overview
of the action steps you recommended last week. I have not received comments to date – is there any
disagreement or comments?
(Don Jones noted he had not received the email but said he had been having email problems would recheck. No one else had a comment.)
Carol: MaineDOT will put together a specific action plan to share at the June 10 meeting. Before we
start I’d like to say that last week for the first time we tried an informal discussion and it didn’t work
very well. This is a big group for that kind of discussion and it got frustrating for many of you – and for
me. Today, I’d like to request that you speak only when called on so that everyone can hear what is said
and we can proceed in an orderly manner. For today’s meeting we will start by looking at MaineDOT’s
updates on the Edgecomb land use analysis for Davis Island and Englebrekt Rd. This is based on Edgecomb’s comment that items in the DEIS were outdated and incorrect. And we will give Edgecomb an
opportunity to talk about how this bypass could affect their town.
Ed Hanscom:  (Explained maps that showed the updated land use on Davis Island and Englebrekt Rd.)
The land use maps I first handed out show land use reported in DEIS in chapter 3, with the being pink
residential, brown commercial, orange mixed use. The second sheet shows updates we’ve made based
on a recent tour with Jo Cameron. It shows areas we have mapped as residential, including new housing
on Englebrekt and Davis Island. Pat Hudson: I don’t see the MaineDOT transportation yard marked off.
Ed: Good point, we need to add that, any others? We know there are additional proposed changes on
Davis Island, but they have not yet happened.
Jo Cameron: The development on the shoreline of Engelbrekt Rd. is not shown – those lots go all the
way to the shore.
Ed: We are primarily showing houses, but we can modify the shape to include the shoreline.
Jo: Pink should extend to the shore, yes.
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Ed: The house symbols are color-coded: light blue are residences, black represents the auto repair business off Englebrekt Rd., and a camp near the shore on the Wright property. In green, we have also shown
the national historic registered property in Edgecomb, which is Fort Edgecomb.
Jo: The older farmhouse on Englebrekt was built in 1760 but isn’t on national preservation records.
Ed: I checked with the Maine preservation office and found three properties in the study area that qualify, two on Davis Island on Fort Rd., and the motor court at the intersection of Rte. 27 and 1. They did
not find 105 Englebrekt Rd. as eligible, maybe due to modifications or other factors. The two structures
on Fort Rd. are in the DEIS.
Next page on subject of neighborhoods, we did update our count of houses in neighborhoods. Our community impact assessment expert believes Englebrekt Rd. should be classified as a neighborhood.
Jo: What is the definition of a neighborhood?
Ed: It varies, but generally, people rooted to one place, physical land use, shared responsibility, the
type of houses and associated community area, link to a local institution that is patronized by residents,
ethnicity, longevity. All these help define a neighborhood. Engelbrekt Rd. is a neighborhood. Another
area we are looking at is Davis Island, which is changing and coming more residential. We would like to
know if the town considers it is a neighborhood.
Carol: No potential neighborhood on Davis Island would be affected by any of the routes.
Jo: There is a traffic issue regarding the possible amount of traffic entering Route 1 from Eddy Rd. and
from the new driveway for affordable housing as well as the proposed assisted living complex. This
will have 26 units, and will involve workers, service travel and visitors, as well as traffic from the bank.
There are a total of 37 condos with an associated resort - my understanding is that all condos are owned
by one person but can be sublet to others, and this could traffic along with the restaurant/bar that is
popular.
Carol: So you want updated traffic projections on all these changes?
Jo: Yes.
Ed: How would you see the boundaries of Englebrekt Rd. neighborhood mapped out?
Jo: You need to commit all the way to the shoreline. We took that tour and it looked like a place where
there are children and this is an area they can walk to and from each other’s house to play and play on
the shore. I don’t know the income level of residents but there would be recreational shell fishing if not
commercial fishing.
Amanda Russell: Jo is right about the lots being used by everyone, there are no no-trespassing signs –
the lots are part of the neighborhood, where people hang out and play.
Jo: The kidney bean-shaped inlet is part of Cod Cove, which is a very rich clamming and worming area.
Ed: So the western boundary would be the shore and eastern would be the back of the house lots.
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Jo: Yes. It is unique for Edgecomb in not being home to retirees. We don’t want Edgecomb to become
an old folks’ home, I like children and don’t mind paying taxes. It is interesting all these routes are going
to affect the Rte. 27 and 1 intersection and there’s a motel with traffic, a post office, a restaurant and the
camp on the southeast side.
Pat: Although Cochran Rd. doesn’t have businesses on it, it is a definite neighborhood, which extends up
into Newcastle, houses on both sides of the road and there are families with children as well.
Bob Faunce: What is the significance of a neighborhood?
Carol: It is something that DOT would try to avoid bisecting.
Ed: It doesn’t have legal protection like a wetland, however.
Doug: Did you do the same thing in Wiscasset regarding mapping neighborhoods?
Ed: Yes. There is reference to a number of neighborhoods in the DEIS, and there were maps. We did not
identify any in DEIS for Edgecomb.
Bob: The goal is to avoid or minimize impact of the alignments to reduce impact on neighborhood.
Ed: Yes, it becomes one of those factors we avoid or minimize.
Jo: I am curious about the relationship between DOT and the Federal Highway vis a vis the new severe
state regulations on shoreline regulations, which we have spent months preparing for. Why can these
routes go through shoreland?
Bob: There is a permitting process, the regulations will allow roads, but standards have to be met, it’s
not like an endangered species habitat.
Tom Woodin: In the DEIS there was a comparison chart of the impacts of the different routes and N8c,
which is most expensive, seemed to dislocate the fewest number of people. It seemed like a no brainer.
Was there another option that was more attractive?
Carol: There were a few concerns with that one: it was the most expensive, it had the most lightweight
connection to Rte. 27, it goes through a little bit of Wiscasset’s historic district. DOT’s feeling is there
was no clear winner at that point.
Doug Baston: Looking at the development on Davis Island, it looks like a bunch of people are close to
this route. Where’s the workforce housing?
Carol: It’s on the second map in purple.
Doug: N8c comes right across from it?
Carol: Not opposite - down the road a bit. As I understand it, the assisted living location may be on the
either side of road and is still up in air?
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Jo: Yes.
Mark Hasselmann: I want to make a comment about Coastal Zone protection. Through the Maine DEP
and through NEPA permitting, those things will be clearly addressed.
(Question from the audience from John VanOrsdell asking if the group could address his proposal on
alternative routes now, instead of later on the agenda. Carol agreed. VanOrsdell explained his proposal
and entertained brief questions.)
John VanOrsdell: I have two proposals. The one I recommend is the one in green, using a tunnel all the
way. The visual impact is non-existent and we’ve had lots of people dislike routes because it takes peoples’ homes out. The advantage is that there are no impacts of this route. My question to Ed is regarding
the cost of the tunnel - what sort of a tunnel is this?
Ed: The tunnel alternative we looked at in 2001 did go under the river completely. We had a consulting
firm that deals with tunnels work on it, and they assumed it would be a bored tunnel, twin tunnels oneway for each direction.
John: I found an economical way to do it on the internet this morning.
Carol: This is new information the DOT doesn’t have yet?
John: Yes. This is new information that was not part of the proposal. The second sheet is for the transportation task force. The only issue left is the question of environmental impact and there would be
impact at the two coves, but I can’t believe it would be any more than any other alternative. If you put a
tunnel on top of riverbed, lower a section of tunnel, and cover with concrete, so there will be no impact
of navigation, cost is the only impact. I am asking MDOT to look at the piece I gave you and figure out
how much it would cost based on that website
Dave Bertran: When we looked at the tunnel in 2001 we found when you get into that environment in
contained areas, you run into ventilation and lighting needs.
John: Yes, we would have lights and ventilation, the whole length of the tunnel. I am not sure how long
it would be – maybe about two miles. People think it would cost too much but no one looks back. This
is a permanent solution and no one would be displaced. An underwater route is a popular alternative.  
If MDOT were to try to take people’s properties, they could contest that in court saying that they don’t
have to take my home.
Jaimie Logan: What is the estimated cost?
John: That’s based on what MDOT came up with, but twin tunnels would be more money.
Arthur Faucher: How deep is the tunnel?
John: As deep as the river bed.
Jo: What is the size of the cylinder?
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John: 18-wheelers would have to fit through, and it would be four lanes. Whatever MDOT comes up
with
Jo: So there would be a bump?
Don: It doesn’t have to be to bedrock, just submerged in the mud?
John: You dredge a trench, half way down
Don: The C3 route - the all-tunnel version, what is impact (shown on the evaluation form) of that?
Ed: We haven’t evaluated the impact for a full-length tunnel
Don: There would be an impact to the historic waterfront.
Ed: In the bridge version, yes. (NOTE: the evaluation form was in error.)
Dave: Are there any tunnels in Maine?
Ed: No, I am not aware of any underwater tunnels, we don’t have any experience in this, that’s why we
brought in an expert last time.
Carol: On the back of the handout is a cost estimate based on what we received from Mr. VanOrsdell last
fall.
Jo: Where it comes by Davis Island and meets up with Rte. 1, it would go under a bar and that’s difficult
because it’s just a causeway and it’s shallow over there.
John: We are not proposing a causeway, we are looking at a tunnel.
Peter Kleskovic: Would it be possible to use fanhouses for ventilation?
Ed: The estimated cost ventilation is rolled into the estimates.
John: The only house affected is on Pottle Cove Rd. It comes down to a question of cost.
Carol: Thank you for your presentation.
Kat Fuller: Many of you are aware of the Gateway 1 project, and next week in Edgecomb we will present a regional overview of findings based on data collection we have been working on for three years
and counting. Don, Amanda, and Jo have all been involved.
Gateway 1 is a collaboration of 21 towns working together looking at what the corridor could be 20-30
yrs in future. We are currently testing one scenario - Riding the Current, which is a steady-as-she-goes,
continuing the trend scenario. In the Perfect Storm scenario, everything economic goes wrong, and in
Full Wind, economic growth is optimized. In Riding the Current, these are the assumptions: Bath Iron
Works is stabilized and BNAS job loss will be recovered, fishing is stable, long-standing industries
shrink, Mack Point is at capacity. (For more information, go to www.gateway1.org.) In housing, people
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move inland due to price, replaced by early retirees in coastal areas. Property taxes remain high. The
Wiscasset bypass is built, but there are no other new roads in the Corridor. MaineDOT introduces the
concept that roads are tolled in order to maintain the cost of existing roads. High fuel prices don’t affect
driving habits. The results of this analysis are reasonable job growth: 20,000 new jobs in the next 30
years, Region 2 (Wiscasset to Nobleboro) will account for 3,300 of those.  Job growth is at 34% in corridor town, with faster growth (44%) in peninsula communities and 32% in inland communities.
Carol: The reason this is important is that in an economic forecast, the number of jobs drive housing and
transportation change.
Tom Eichler: How did you do the projections?
Lat: Evan Richert is on our team and developed them based on a combination of Dept. of Labor information and interviews up and down the corridor with businesspeople.
Doug: Did you value these jobs? Are they service jobs?
Kat: We are basing it on looking at the current pattern of jobs, so it is a combination.
Dave B: You say that fuel prices won’t impact transportation. Yet recent surveys show that gas consumption is down and gas prices are predicted to triple over next 12 years.
Kat: In the Perfect Storm we will look at that, we know there will be fluctuations in one area or another
Kat: In the summary of dwelling units, there will be 11,000 additional dwelling units in Corridor towns,
with slightly less inland. However, the largest percentage growth is inland, with a 50% increase due to
affordability. When jobs and houses go out into those areas, we see the effect that will have on transportation. Broken down by subregion, the percentage rate of growth in Region 2 is big – 36% total.
Carol: This is because Region 2 has a lot of proximity to jobs and there is lots of land in this area – that
is what is driving it.
Tom E: What is the inland area relationship?
Kat: Inland, dwelling units increase ten thousand or 50%, jobs increase by a few thousand. Jobs are going to locate in the corridor more than inland because of lower cost housing inland.
Kat: Looking at daily traffic, as an overview, the only place that traffic goes down is downtown Wiscasset because in this scenario the bypass is built. Essentially, what we will see is strong traffic growth on
Rte. 1, but even stronger growth on the smaller road as more people move to inland communities and
Rte. 1 one fills up, moving people onto side roads to avoid traffic. Traffic growth from Rte. 1 to 27 down
to Boothbay is enormous. There will be a changed feeling, as more vehicles effects quality of life, or the
rural feel of these roads. Most people were concerned about the loss of rural character when we went
into this project. The largest growth on Rte. 1 is between Brunswick and Waldoboro.
Carol: The local roads have the capacity to carry these cars, but it will feel much less rural.
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Kat: The Level of Service measure shows the carrying capacity for each road and how smoothly traffic
will move.  A-C is good, D is good but has a little more inconvenience, E has its bad points during the
day, moving but more cumbersome, in F you are facing common delays. We can predict just south of the
bypass we will see level of service F.
Amanda: This is due to the impacts of growth we are expecting.
Tom W: This is assuming no change in roads.
Kat: Yes, that’s assuming the bypass is built, jobs increase and land use policy stays the same. That’s
what you can expect in 2030. We have not modeled yet what this looks like if there isn’t a bypass.
The section below Wiscasset is not at Level of Service F because of commercial development, but because of the amount of traffic. It’s a commuter corridor and it fills up. The commercially developed areas
worsen to failure.
Don: It was shortsighted to reduce the scope of the bypass study by excluding Route One from the Kennebec River to Wiscasset village.
Kat: That may be, but we are here to look forward. We also interviewed people on their attitudes towards
strip development. They felt some of the reasons they are here in the first place are eroding. We measured what exists now in strip development. The existing commercial strip in the corridor is 12 miles.
We will be looking at places that are built up, but are not quite strip yet. We see that 24% of the corridor
is controlled access by MaineDOT. We project that an additional 5% of commercial strip could occur where would it be likely go if nothing changes?
Amanda: Does Davis Island qualify as strip?
Kat: No, but it could qualify as emerging strip. Next week we will have additional slides that look at
more information, including the scenic character of the corridor.
Amanda: What can we do about it?
Kat: We are identifying actions that others can take, and a list of interventions to get feedback from
community members on what is feasible and effective. The plan will identify each region’s best set of
reasonable solutions to lengthen the life of the corridor, protect visual and rural character, and allow for
growth
Tom E: The desirability of concentrating housing near jobs is clear - lots of current zoning blocks that.
Kat: This scenario is using a low-density pattern of development. Other patterns include high-density
micropolitan and transit-oriented corridor. We are testing both these patterns to see how much difference
these development patterns would make on these problems.
Doug: How do you handle things that are value judgments?
Kat: Those are the toughest things. We know from socioeconomic value surveys that property rights
and municipal home rule are important, but the majority of people wanted a balance point. The need to
generate tax base is high, but not at the expense of losing community character. We have a large set of
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interventions and will tweak them back and forth in order to find the best set.
Arthur: Where is the migration is coming from, are people coming into Maine or is there migration coming from inside Maine?
Carol: A lot of retired people from outside Maine, plus job growth in construction and the service industry will draw from other parts of Maine.
Arthur: The growth area of population that will follow these jobs is another percent of unskilled labor
that can become a burden to municipalities to pick up the slack.
Kat: We have done a lot to highlight the effects of transportation and see effects of character change, but
have not yet done the effects of growth on bottom line of municipal budgets. There’s going to be effects
regardless of where they come from. These are the things we are beginning to look at to see what this
means and help communities to prepare for this. Any other questions or comments?
Carol: Peter, can you give an update on the Diversion Analysis Peer Review?
Peter: We have been emailing with traffic experts at FHWA to look at analysis and have gotten positive
feedback in terms what’s been done. However, we still need to package all this into a consolidated traffic
report, send it back to the traffic experts and get a final opinion of adequacy. We’ve been doing this informally but will get formal feedback in mid May. We will have that before we come back and distribute
it to the Task Force.
Pat: Can we get it earlier than the meeting, by the first of June?
Peter: We will push to have that happen.
Carol: The next meeting is June 10, Tuesday, from 5-7 pm. The alternatives will be narrowed down to an
as yet undetermined number. That will be our primary item to discuss.
Don: Did you cover item one, review action steps?
Carol: I sent everyone a matrix of what we discussed last week, and Gerry is putting together an action
plan for MaineDOT to move ahead on. The signage piece, which is more controversial, will require
some sort of discussion with the communities before implementation.
Bob: So DOT is going to reduce the alternatives to a smaller number. Are we being asked to do anything? Make a recommendation?
Carol: You will be asked to comment on the pros and cons of each alternative, if there is more than one.
What you will see is a new, enlarged matrix that is a reflection of all the comments DOT has received,
and so you will need the chance to ask questions as to why DOT is leaning in that particular way and
give DOT the chance to respond. You should also be prepared to make suggestions on possible improvements or compromises.
Peter: Only one meeting for this?
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Carol: That is unlikely, but we will see.
Bob: Are we going to take any action as a committee at that meeting?
Kat: Ideally, that would be great, if we found a one we all like. The reality is that there is no requirement
that we all come to consensus. We take your input and move forward regardless, but the more we can
understand why one is better than another will help us figure out what to chose in the final analysis.
Bob: When is the next meeting after that?
Carol: Regarding the meeting after the 10th, I will ask you to pick four five or five dates that work and
find a date that works.
Doug: This is the most important part of process and the worst time of year.
No public comments were made.
The meeting adjourned at 7:30 pm.

C.98

AGENDA
Midcoast Bypass Task Force Committee Meeting
June 10, 2008, 5-7 pm
Eddy School, Edgecomb

1. Meeting Overview								
2. Army Corps of Engineers: Permitting Process
3. Update on new finding
4. Analysis of Alternatives MaineDOT preferred alternative 						
5. Task Force Comment: Pros and Cons of 					
    Remaining Alternatives
6. Handouts on outstanding items			
6. Public Comment								
								

Carol Morris
Jay Clement, ACOE
Carol Morris, MaineDOT   
Kat Fuller, Maine DOT and
Task Force
Public
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Midcoast Bypass Task Force Meeting
June 10, 2008; 5-7 pm
Eddy School, Edgecomb
Attending: Norma Dreyfus, Friends of Coastal Preservation; David Nichols, Wiscasset; Dave King,
Woolwich;  Arthur Faucet, Wiscasset; Don Hudson, Chunky Foundation; Barry Johnston, Edgecombe;
Bob Faunae, Lincoln County; Ross Edwards, Boothbay; Don Jones, Wiscasset; Doug Boston, Alan; Ben
Cochran,(for David Bertram) Westport Island; Pat Hudson, Newcastle; Jamie Logan, Greater Boothbay
Chamber; Jo Cameron, Edgecombe; Kat Fuller, Maine DOT; Gerry Audi Bert, Maine DOT; Ed Hansom,
Maine DOT; Richard Bootlick; Maine DOT, Dave Gardner, Maine DOT, Jennifer O’Bryan, Maine DOT;
Peter Kleskovic, FHWA; Britta Stein, FHWA, Ron Finn, FHWA, Jay Clement, ACOE.
Public Attending: Tom Nadeau, Donna and Frank Barnako, Bob Kalish (Times Record), John Van Orsdell, Steven and Justine Rice-Blenkhorn, Judy Deiley, Dan and Lois Bigley, Jean Cucci, Hugh Winn,
Tim Nason. Homer Eckhardt, Beverly Eckhardt, Jim Hudson, Topher Belknap, Barbara Belknap, John
Johnson, Gretchen Burleigh-Johnson, Paul J. Gagnon, Stuart Smith, Lois Kwantz, Gabrielle Van Spanje,
Darryl Grover, Roy Farmer, Kenneth Cinq-Mars.
The meeting began at 5:05 pm.
Carol Morris, moderator, opened the meeting with announcements on the availability of refreshments,
the agenda, and that the meeting would be expected to last two hours. She introduced Jay Clement, of
the Army Corps of Engineers, attending by request of the Task Force. Carol reminded the group that the
Army Corps is required to issue a permit for a proposal of this type, and that Jay is here to go over the
required timing and parameters for such a permit.
Jay Clement: The Army Corps of Engineers is one of three permitting agencies for this project. Currently we are in the application stage. The Corps has jurisdiction over all rivers and harbors, over the
discharge of materials into all waters - navigable or not. If the DOT puts anything in the water, they need
an Army Corps permit. We have our own public process, and usually try to overlap the timeframe so it is
sequential. We do not guarantee a permit. We can get through the whole process and not be able to issue
a permit.  That doesn’t happen all that often but the possibility exists. The LEDPA is the acronym for
least environmentally damaging practical alternative, and that is the route that we must identify and the
one that we will issue a permit for. We look hardest at the impact on aquatic environments, then impacts
to the natural environment, then impacts to human environment, in that sequence. The fact that a church
and three houses get taken out doesn’t trump a high environmental impact. That’s what the LEDPA is
about. The Corps looks at adverse impact on navigation, degradation of aquatic life, the effect on the
public interest. Point two: the review is a balancing process, focusing on aquatic and natural, but balancing residential and commercial takings. The timing of the process under normal circumstances is fairly
simple, fairly quick. Projects of this magnitude are complex, and we try to coincide our review with the
timeline of the Draft Environmental  Impact Statement (DEIS). The DOT is tardy in giving us a preliminary application, but once we get that, we will solicit comment. I apologize for the repetition, but we
have our own legal process we must follow. After that the Federal Highway Administration will render a
statement and Record of Decision, then the process will stop because there is no funding yet to construct
this project. There will probably be another application later for actual action to occur, then DOT will
focus on final design. That will be the focus of the actual Corps permit. We do not issue a permit until
much later, assuming we can. The DEP and the Coast Guard do not permit until the Corps makes a final
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decision on the LEDPA. I can’t tell you a date because it rests on the DOT’s timeline.
Jo Cameron: Will you have read DOT’s comments on the project – from the public comment period?
Jay: Absolutely we will pay attention to those. Can mitigation play a role? Mitigation is compensation
for impacts. Yes and it will play a role, but not until later in the process. It’s not a substitute for analysis.
We can’t think mitigation until we know what the impacts are. We can then encourage the community
– especially the land trusts - to tell DOT staff about specific areas to mitigate. Finally, my assessment of
the process to-date is that the EIS process has been very appropriate to this level of project - a project
that affects multiple communities will be well served by a comprehensive process with public input.
This has been a positive step for this project. The Corps is a stakeholder, and will work with DOT and
Federal Highway going forward. I generally support the process, as before now, DOT has been challenged as the previous commissioner made commitments that made this difficult. It boils down to DOT
making the decision.
Bob Faunce: At the end of this stage, when DOT goes to the final EIS, will you make a written finding/
letter saying what we should do?
Jay: Our goal is to give the LEDPA decision to DOT and Federal Highway in writing, so that DOT and
Federal Highway can be on board with us.
Don Jones: When the LEDPA is issued, will you look at the broad number of routes or the smaller number we’ll hear about tonight?
Jay: We participated with DOT and Federal Highway on this process. We agree with winnowing down
the route. I can’t say whether we should drop from five to three, but our intent is to move forward, not to
regress/resurrect. We signed off on the concept of narrowing.
Public: Will we see from you a discussion of why some were dropped?
Jay: Ultimately the application will contain a summary of all alternatives. I’ll be here all night to discuss
this.
Carol: Next item on the agenda is the new finding. Literally in the last ten days, DOT has discovered that
the old motor court on the corner of Rte. 1 and Rte. 27 in Edgecomb is eligible for the National Historic
Register.
Jo: For those who have been around for a while, those are Race’s cabins.
Carol: Yes. The motor lodge was built in the 30s and is eligible, regardless of its current use. Amanda
Russell told me that it hasn’t been in use for 20 years or so. There are four criterions under which a
building can be eligible, and these cabins qualify because they are associated with the early motor
development period in Maine. They are the first kind of motel built in the 1930s when everyone began
traveling via automobile. There are a number of other items a building needs to have to qualify: setting,
workmanship, materials, and these buildings qualify under those criteria as well. You may ask, what if
the owner doesn’t want to register the buildings. The law requires the state to avoid all eligible properties whether or not they are registered. So we need to avoid this parcel and that will affect the design of
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all the alternatives. So this has set us back a little bit. We have some sample changes to show you later in
the meeting, and will be working with Edgecomb on that in the next weeks.
Don Jones: Is it just the cabins that are eligible, or does it include the old gas station too.
Carol: I believe everything. The building that the Greater Boothbay Chamber is using for an information
office used to be the check-in location for the cabins. Any questions on this before we move ahead?
Public: I thought that at this meeting we hear about a preferred route.
Carol: Yes, that is next on the agenda. In your handouts today you will see a copy of the rating system
used to winnow the routes from five to three. The categories of the items that need to be considered are
natural environment, human environment and transportation. You will see there are seven full pages
listing everything that must be looked at. It’s important to note that most of the environmental items
are regulated; we MUST pay attention to them. Our challenge was to evaluate how to this in a balanced
manner. In terms of environmental impact, vernal pools are of particular importance, and there are
several categories measuring that impact. In the human environment, we see look at how many houses
and businesses would be taken, the impact on growth areas, community preference. In the transportation
section, we look at the effectiveness of the solution to congestion, and also at a series of cost measures.
The state will spend significant dollars here, and it is critical that the cost/benefit be taken into account.
Really, the matrix shows why it has taken so long to make a decision. The routes are all close but they
are also strong in different areas. None line up to be a winner in all three categories. I am not going to
go through the matrix in detail, but you will see that DOT has color coded light green those that have
the least impact, yellow is medium impact, burnt orange is the highest impact. We translated those into a
variety of point systems, all of which came out with similar ratings. Now I’ll go to the three we ended up
with: N8c, F1 and N2a all tie for lowest overall points.
Don Hudson: When I look at this, is it fair to say that when we have three treatments tied in score with
different environmental ratings, the Corps would only permit the one with the lowest rating?
Carol: It’s possible, but there are extenuating circumstances and we haven’t fully quantified the vernal
pool measurements and some of the transportation issues due to the changes on the Edgecomb side.
Jay: To clarify, the Corps has to focus on the environmental impact, stream impacts, what type of wetlands. We look at function, value, etc. Fine-tuning those is still in process.
Carol: The transportation scoring is essentially cost-related. We moved the items such as emissions into
the human environment measure. Transportation includes life cycle costs, vehicle miles and hours, safety, and the overall construction cost, which includes mitigation, how long it takes to build a route, etc.
Jo: What is so good about the tied ones?
Carol: Essentially, F2 is off the table. F1 is still on because it misses a major wetland, has less human
impact, and lower transportation impact.
Jo: Going through shoreland?? How can it still be on the table?
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Carol: If you look at the boxes, green vs. yellow, yes the shoreland impact is bad but it fared better in
other categories.
Richard Bostwick: F2 originally was an alternative to F1. F1 is currently bridged over the coastal inlet,
a narrow part of salt marsh, then goes into Rte. 1. F2 crosses a stream, wetland and Atlantic highway,
which put F2 at a higher environmental impact than F1.
Jo: I still don’t understand it. Even with a bridge, it interferes with Cod Cove, an inlet of Cod Cove, not
to mention the human factor. I just don’t see it.
Richard: It’s not all that low in terms of impact, but it’s low relative to the rest.
Carol: They all have impacts
Don Jones: I am having a hard time relating the matrix to the summary.
Carol: In environmental, for example, N8c has the highest score, so it’s rated 1. The lowest, N2h, gets a
5.
Public: What do these routes actually mean? Where are they?
Carol: (Shows on map which routes are still under consideration, which routes were dropped.) The
routes still on table are N8c, N2a and F1. FHWA and MaineDOT are working on a preferred alternative
for N2a, based on community preference, lesser human impacts and transportation considerations.
Peter Kleskovic: The Motor Court is protected so we must have another feasible approved alternative to
the connections in Edgecomb.
Public: Is relocation of the buildings a possibility?
Peter: If we get concurrence to do mitigation, but that’s the last resort, so we have to avoid and minimize
the use of it first. Moving it is not really an option because the setting – its location - is one of its qualifications for the Historic Register.
Public: You prefer the longest route, with the least amount of traffic on it?
Carol: All alternatives fulfill the purpose and need of the study, which is to alleviate congestion in Wiscasset Village.
Public: Even though this route goes right through a planned development that will bring millions of tax
dollars to Wiscasset? Did you pay attention to the information you heard at the public meetings
Carol: Absolutely. We got a detailed package of information from the developer and it was carefully
considered along with all the other information that needed to be considered.
Public: Even though this one carries half as much traffic as the other?
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Peter: Looking at all of them, N2h has a similar traffic diversion, but a very high cost. So between N2a
and N2h, N2h gets dropped because of cost. F1 and F2 both have human issues in regards to Englebrekt
Road, but F1 has less wetland impact, so until we get a LEDPA, all three must be on table, including
N8c, which right now is showing a low environmental impact. If we can minimize the impact, we might
have a good shot at a LEDPA.
Public: We heard back years ago that the Daveys Bridge would have to be removed with N8c because
state couldn’t afford two bridges. Is that considered in part of the cost?
Carol: Kat, can you speak to that?
Kat: We definitely have to consider the effect of that route; while our plan wouldn’t be to tear the bridge
down immediately, we would weigh the cost into it when it came time to replace it or tear it down. We
have limited dollars to care for these pieces of infrastructure. The bridge wouldn’t be removed as long as
it had useful life, so that cost is not part of this analysis.
Jamie Logan: Does the eligibility of the motor court depend on what it is being used for? Since it is now
not in business, does that change anything? And what if the owner tears it down?
Carol: Unless something happens to it, the state must consider it a historic resource and avoid it. The
owner is not required to do or not do anything, the law restricts the state, not the owner, from harming
these resources.
Doug Baston: Has the department prepared a narrative memo on why this route is preferred? This data is
confusing. It would be helpful to know why the conclusions were drawn.
Kat: That is the next step, and would be required for the final EIS.
Carol: We could probably have it in the next week or two.
Kat: In a bulleted fashion.
Ross Edwards: What is the difference in mileage among the routes?
Ed Hanscom: The farthest is 4.8 miles, the shortest is 3.1 miles.
The remaining three alternatives include both the shortest and the longest routes.
Jo: Talking about dispersal of narrative, we should put it on the town websites, as well as DOT’s.
Carol: Yes, that would be great.
Peter: N2a is preferred, but might not get a permit. The final EIS will include the official preferred alternative. We wouldn’t have the final until the LEDPA came out, but this is the direction we’re heading.
Carol: There is still outstanding environmental data that needs to be incorporated into the matrix.
Public: Can you show us on the map where the preferred alternative is?
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Gerry: There is a map that shows the three finalists in your handout.
Don: If you look at distance and estimated cost, I figure the cost per mile for N2a is $13 million/mile,
while due to the long bridge, N8c is about $25 million/mile.
Carol: We’re getting the nod from Ed, so yes.
Public: Are we looking at years or months?
Peter: We will get a preliminary application to the Corps, and ultimately narrow in on the LEDPA decision that will go to DOT.
The final EIS statement with the preferred alternative will then be released, and it will be 30 days to a
final Record of Decision.
Carol: Could this happen by the end of 2008?
Peter: There is quite a bit of work to do, I can’t say for sure.
Pat Hudson: What is the reason for pushing so hard for speed?
Carol: The reason for speed is that many will be affected by the final decision. People have been in
limbo for a long time.
Public: The final decision, can it be tweaked?
Kat: When a decision is made, the route is a line on a map, but when we get to the design phase, they
can tweak it, so yes, there will be that opportunity. We have to be careful, because moving that line can
create another impact, so we need to be careful about the degree of tweaking.
Public: Why is N2a the preferred route?
Peter: It is based on the concerns that Wiscasset had with N8c regarding their historic district, along
with the DOT’s concerns that that route’s connection with Rte. 27 is not an ideal situation – that with the
growth of traffic into Boothbay it would ultimately have to be redone. N8c also goes right into Edgecomb’s growth area, so again, not a good long-term connection. In terms of the F1 route, Edgecomb has
concerns about the Englebrekt Rd. community. F1 skirts it, severs the connection to water access for
that neighborhood. So, community acceptance is factored in. Of the two remaining alternatives, N2h and
N2a are fairly similar in benefits, but N2a was more practical than the other.
Public: Is N8c out as an alternative?
Peter: If we can’t balance the environmental issues, if Jay wouldn’t permit N2a, it might have to be a
fallback.
Public: If I have a business that would be taken out, what is the timeline?
Peter: If we can get a final EIS this year, we would hope be able to meet with landowners next year.
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Public: The final EIS would be this year, or beginning of next year.
Peter: Yes.
Public (to Jay Clement): Will the Army Corp permit N2a?
Jay: It’s on the short list, but by no means have we identified this as the LEDPA. Right now it appears
higher in environmental impact than others. Is it on the list? Yes. LEDPA? Not yet.
Public: Why keep three if we need one? Why not have all of them.
Carol: Three is easier than five to choose from, this is the first step, and we are working forward from
here. We will get more fine-tuned environmental information in three weeks or so.
Public: Since we don’t have money to build this, can we put it toward alleviating actual traffic?
Carol: Great segue to the next agenda item. We have provided handouts on the tunnel proposal, and the
traffic diversion analysis, as requested by the Task Force, and Gerry, who is project managing the Interim Downtown measures implementation, will talk about where we are on that.
Gerry: There were a total of ten items we were looking at for traffic management in downtown Wiscasset. Until get a decision and funding is available for the bypass, we will be evaluating and implementing
those to improve congestion. We have a variable message sign being installed next week, which can be
available for messages regarding Wiscasset congestion. We need to talk with the communities about how
to implement that.
Carol: The task force is a good place to start.
Gerry: The message displayed wouldn’t negatively impact business in Brunswick or Bath, but the message itself will be important. We have a master plan for this, and propose working with the Lincoln
County Communications people to implement this. Another idea, web-based cameras, can be funded and
the only hold-up there will be getting the department’s electrical crew to fit it in with their other work.
While not in Wiscasset, just FYI, we are putting up another warning sign in Edgecomb that tells people
there is traffic congestion over the hill, as visibility is bad due to the curve. This is a safety issue. Other
items we are looking at are off-street parking and a pedestrian crossing. The issues on a pedestrian overpass are cost, impacts on the historic district, and actual use by pedestrians. But we are looking at preliminary designs. Traffic calming in downtown would be done once the bypass is completed. Questions?
Public: Thank you for mentioning speed and traffic in the downtown. I feel like its overkill to build a
bypass for just a few days a year. Wiscasset is never going to surpass Camden in traffic.
Gerry: And I am being reminded we have also discussed the possibility of putting a traffic officer in Wiscasset to hold back pedestrians and let traffic flow.
Public: What is the impact of Reds Eats on pedestrians? If we took out Reds Eats we would not need a
bypass.
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Carol: The Task Force looked at that issue earlier this year. MaineDOT has done a traffic engineering
study that shows that even if you removed all the pedestrians and all the turning traffic from downtown
Wiscasset, it would not solve the congestion problem. The topography of the area – the hill, the sharp
curve – the railroad tracks, the 25 mph speed limit, all those are big contributors to the backup. This is a
widely misunderstood issue.
Public: If these things would help and we don’t have money to build a bypass, why don’t we do it?
Carol: Gerry has just reported on what we will be doing, and we’ll have a chance to see how much it
will help. Now, to the Task Force only, when do you next want to meet? The next meeting is scheduled
for   June 26, but we won’t have final information on the new Edgecomb alignments and the environmental issues. Do you want to put it off so that we can have all that information?
Task Force (consensus): Yes, delay it.
Carol: I will send an email to you to set up a July date that works for as many as possible. It will be publicized on www.wiscassetroute1corridorstudy.com and at www.edgecome.org.
Ross: This has been a long drawn out process, and I do not understand why this route has been chosen, it
is not a good one. It adds miles and gas, I would say that it’s insane.
Doug: Can the Task Force get a chance to talk about this? We’ve been preached at, given data, we need a
chance to talk.
Carol: You can go back and keep the 26th date for a meeting, we can have MaineDOT attend for information-only. Is that what you would like? Okay. June 26 is on again. Open to the public but for Task
Force discussion only.
Carol: Let’s quickly move on to showing what we are looking at in terms of adjusting the Edgecomb
connection to Rte. 1. (Showing maps.) This is where motor court is, the area to avoid. DOT looked at
what is physically possible in this area. There’s a big hill on both sides of Rte. 1. For N8c, the DEIS
included a plan to upgrade the Rte. 27 intersection. The green dot is the motor court. N8c affects access
to the motor court, which is also prohibited.
Ed Hanscom: There are a few ways we deal with that. We can provide a jug handle (small turnaround)
on Rte. 1 so vehicles that need access to the motor court who are heading southbound on Rte. 1 can turn
around, get in a left turn pocket. This would also be useful for people on Englebrekt Rd. We can also
create a flyover from Rte. 27. For F1, we had also included a flyover system with ramps, and those had
impact on motor court property. To avoid this, we would head south, under Rte. 27, tie into existing Rte.
1. This also would access Rte. 27, with the off and on ramp here.
Jo: The 2002 Rte. 27 Report included several suggestions on how to improve that junction. Have you
reviewed those solutions?
Ed: Yes, one was a flyover, and we used that. For N2a, there are a couple of possibilities. We would
reduce impact to this wetland area by adjusting alignment further to the south, with a slight impact on
Englebrekt Rd. Then we come straight down and tie into Rte. 1 on the south side of the hill. Another
possibility is to go north of the hill, under Cochran Rd., under Atlantic Highway. These are a few of the
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possible ways of avoiding the motor court. The details of how to manage the on and off ramp at Rte. 27.
There are challenges to be looked at in terms of engineering.
Bob: I would say the route under Cochran Road would certainly result in displacing people around that
intersection.
Public: Taking the jug handle would be easier than what we have now when we try to go down Rte. 27.
Public: Which of the routes involved in taking the property? Or just impacting it?
Carol: In the DEIS, all of the alternatives took at least some of the property, and N8c cut off access to
the property.
Don: Peter said you can’t take property if there’s a feasible and prudent alternative. How much does it
cost to not be prudent?
Peter: We don’t know yet the cost of these changes. It would have to seriously upscale the cost.
Don: It’s not likely that cost will invoke the prudent injunction?
Peter: It would take more impacts in terms of environment or human impacts to demonstrate that this is
a bad idea.
Don: What would make the owner of the court demolish it?
Carol: We don’t know enough about the property to determine that in terms of value of location v. value
of buildings. At any rate, as long as its there, we need to try to avoid it.
Don: Can we contact the owner?
Carol: I believe Edgecombe is looking into that. Are there any other comments from the Task Force?
From the public? Thank you all for coming.
The meeting ended at 7:15 pm
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Minutes of June 26, 2008 Task Force Meeting
Midcoast Bypass Task Force Meeting
June 26, 2008; 5-7 pm
Lincoln County Communications Conference Room
Attending: Norma Dreyfus, Friends of Coastal Preservation; David Nichols, Wiscasset; David King,
Woolwich; Arthur Faucher, Wiscasset; Bob Faunce, Lincoln County; Ross Edwards, Boothbay; Don
Jones, Wiscasset; Tom Eichler, Sheepscot Valley Conservation Association; Doug Baston, Alna; David
Bertran, Westport Island; Pat Hudson, Newcastle; Jo Cameron, Edgecomb; Amanda Russell, Edgecomb;
Gerry Audibert, Maine DOT; Ed Hanscom, Maine DOT; Peter Kleskovic, FHWA; Mark Hasselmann,
FHWA; Carol Morris, Morris Communications.
Carol Morris called the meeting to order at 6:33 and offered handouts including new maps to public attendees.
Carol: Over the last 6-9 months the task force has been getting a lot of information and tonight has
requested some time to process that information. So, there will be no formal presentations tonight. After
the task force has had time for discussion, the meeting will be opened to public comment.
A member of the public who owns property in Wiscasset wanted to know when the decision will be
made. Carol deflected question to Gerry Audibert (MaineDOT) to handle outside of the meeting format
and Gerry provided information on a 1/1 basis outside the meeting room.
Doug Baston: We all represent different interests and different towns. We’re down to the short list of
decisions and it’s time for us to narrow down the areas in which we disagree. We would like this to end
up in the best interests for us collectively, and I’d like to find a way we can come out of here with a
consensus decision. I haven’t really heard directly from the host communities what their position is, and
I would like to talk about that.
Arthur Faucher: I am representing the majority of views that have been brought to my attention from
Wiscasset residents. The furthest out route seems to be the most OK, supported by about 60% of the
people who have spoken to me. However, there is the new subdivision located on that route that will be
a loss. There’s nothing Wiscasset can rely on for funding except property taxes. The future of the subdivision has an impact on Wiscasset’s tax revenue. The shortest route would be supported by only 20%
of the residents who have talked with me. The amenity of the view from that route is great, but it splits
the village in half. It does invite people to come into the village and buy goods. Not everyone who will
be displaced by this route can afford to move to the undisturbed areas of Wiscasset. One person living at
Young’s Point now moved there because of the amenities of view, height, beautiful property. The impact
economically of any bypass, if we could study it more, would probably show a high loss of income on
tax revenue. We believe it will make us lose $26 million in revenue, which we can’t replace. People will
ask to have their properties reassessed to reflect additional noise and smells. If people could afford to
move within the unaffected area, we would still have revenue. But the infrastructure doesn’t exist for
people to move within our community, so people will tend to move away from the area, away from their
parents, their friends, their place of business. Having quick access to the highway may not make up for
all the amenities someone would have to give up
Dave Bertran: In Wiscasset, how many acres of undeveloped service land are there? (Service land is
land that is served by water/sewer.)
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Arthur: I don’t have an answer.
Dave B: It would be an interesting number to have.
David Nichols: The only other area with sewer and water is Birch Point Road.
Arthur: It would be good to study. But where can people go if they want to stay? And where can people
move if they want to move to Wiscasset?
Doug: Wherever the route is, there will be property tax losses as well as commensurate gains. Once the
decision is made, there will be certainty in the development market. The biggest enemy for Wiscasset
right now is uncertainty.
Arthur: Rule of thumb is that if I take property away, the first light of recovery is about seven years.
When you’re dealing with infrastructure, for every dollar you put in, you generate three more. Money
will flow within the area. And if you start that, you will give a kick to Gateway 1.
Tom: Will this route completely shut down the Clarks’ Point development?
Doug Fitts (member of the public who is the developer): That route will completely shut down the subdivision. When I came into this six or seven years ago, I was aware that there were a myriad of routes.
DOT told me that Wiscasset did not want to have a bypass. I also looked at the draft EIS and concluded
that they would never take that route because it carried the least amount of bypass traffic and was the
longest route. It’s difficult for me to understand the cost/benefit of the way they’re coming.
Arthur: If we’re in a car and we’re going to Boothbay, the shortest route would still be the Davey
Bridge. As a geographer, F1 is the best route.
Amanda Russell: N8c takes less houses and the traffic benefits are better – it’s more like the Damariscotta bypass where you see the 18th century village – on this route you won’t be able to see the village.
That’s why we wanted to emulate the Damariscotta bypass. N8c has more traffic benefits and you’re
close into the village. Why doesn’t Wiscasset want N8c?
Ross Edwards: Which portion of N8c is the portion that’s so close you don’t like it? Is it 218 and 27?
Arthur: It’s the part that angles down toward the river and cuts into town. People don’t want a northern
part of the community and a southern part.
Pat Hudson: The Damariscotta bypass cut my town in half many years ago, and we survived, and we’re
building the community back up.
Amanda: Newcastle took a hit with that, and Damariscotta took a hit with that.
Doug: For whatever reasons, Wiscasset people don’t want that route. It’s not our job to try to change
anyone’s mind. Our job is to see whether we can accommodate their view and our view.
Jo Cameron: You forget Edgecomb. I don’t like the idea that we don’t have a serious stake in it.
Carol: We’re not forgetting Edgecomb. You will be next up to talk about your preferences.
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Don: Don: I want to respond to Amanda’s question. This is why Wiscasset is not in favor of the long
bridge route (N8c): the selectmen are on record as opposed to all of the routes because they encroach
on the west side of the village. N8c, as well as encroaching on the west also encroaches on the north
side of the historic district. If you build a long bridge, setting aside the aesthetic impact on the harbor,
the Davey Bridge is less likely to be rebuilt when it reaches the end of its life. We disagree that the N8c
route has much greater traffic benefits. For example when Ed Hanscom factored traffic calming into the
traffic diversion calculation, there was almost no difference between N8c and N2f1 in the amount of
traffic diverted. Amanda asked why Wiscasset does not like N8c because she says it is like the Damariscotta model that Wiscasset says it likes. We like the model for the Damariscotta bypass because it creates Business Route 1 for economic development. In Damariscotta the Business route 1 is north of town,
whereas in Wiscasset it would be south of town. None of the DOT proposals would create a Business
Route 1 for Wiscasset, so Amanda is incorrect in that part of her statement.
Bob: It’s clear that there is no ideal route. We’re looking to find a route that meets the most goals and
creates the least amount of havoc for the communities. The DOT recommended the northerly route,
which seems to achieve most of Wiscasset’s objectives. With regard to Edgecomb, it preserves the
Englebrekt Road neighborhood. I’m sensitive to the impact on the Clarks’ Point subdivision. It will
take a lot of thought to rework that subdivision. Overall, I think the DOT recommendation is the best
route. Think of this: Damariscotta, within the area between Biscay Road and downtown, there’s 2500
jobs, which is several times the number of jobs in Wiscasset. I’m looking at the bypass as doing several
things: it will allow for the creation of an Edgecomb village. It will allow Wiscasset to resurrect its own
village. There are both positive and negative economic impacts, and positive community impacts. And
west of the village will see economic development. Alna could have the greatest negative impact. We
need to all get together and push one of these alternatives to DOT.
Jo: [pointing to Route N2f] I am surprised you’re allowed to go so close to the shoreline and that it’s allowed with the state’s rigorous shoreland zoning requirements. Could you take the route that goes along
the base of Clarks’ Point and turn the bridge slightly north to avoid the Clark Point development area
and spare Englebrekt, which is our massive tax base sacrifice?
Carol: That route would be similar to N2a, making it a longer bridge.
Doug: What is Edgecomb’s preference?
Jo: #1 is N8c, #2 is N2A, F1 we would discourage totally because it goes through our tax base and cuts
up the cove for fishing.
Doug: Speaking for Alna, I’m a little surprised that I’ve come to the same conclusion that Bob has.
Expectations are not the same as realities, so I don’t hold the economic development of an in-progress
development as high as the disruption to actual people and actual lives.
Pat: I’m having a huge problem trying to explain $68 million expenditure right now for a long road
that’s not going to be used 10 months of the year. You can go through Wiscasset right now without using
your brakes. The hill is not a problem. The railroad tracks are not a problem. The curve is not a problem.
I’d like to see the cost numbers for the pedestrian tunnel. Representing the people in Newcastle who’ve
been slammed by the school funding, I can’t support anything that doesn’t take into account the pedestrian problem in Wiscasset.
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Don: It’s false that the bypass would not be used 10 months of the year.
Norma Dreyfus: The numbers (in terms of moving traffic out of the village) for N8c are fabulous, and the
numbers for the other routes aren’t as good.
Ed Hanscom: Each of the bypass alternatives has a threshold of traffic volume on Main Street that would
encourage people to use the bypass at different times. For N8c, the bypass is quicker virtually all the
time. For the N2-F alternatives, if you get more than 400 cars an hour on Main Street, you’re going to
slow things up enough so that people will want to use the bypass. For N2h and N2a, the figure is closer
to 700. But those figures are true all year, for at least some hours of the day.
Dave B: In 1970 there was an extensive study by DOT on bypasses and the route that was most likely
was the northernmost route. Whether we spend the $68 million today or we spend it in 2050, is a decision the state will make. The importance here is to give residents certainty where the route will be. This
will keep people from investing in properties that will be in a possible bypass route, and it will allow
towns to plan around it.
Carol: To put a human face on that, Arthur has been forwarding phone calls to me from people in Edgecomb and Wiscasset, who need to move, sometimes for health reasons, can’t sell their houses. These
people just need to know so that they can move forward.
Doug: Ultimately this is a state decision. We can recommend to the DOT, but the state has to make a decision based on impact, cost and the best solution. If we come out of here with a recommendation, that’s
the best we can do.
Ross Edwards: I still like N8c because it’s the shortest route.
Bob: Regardless of where the bypass is, that’s where 95% of the truck traffic will go. The fact that fewer
people will take the longest route will not keep congestion from being mitigated. The Maine Turnpike
didn’t add an extra lane for wintertime, it added capacity for the most congested times in summer. It’s
the same here.
David King: Being from Woolwich, we’re going to benefit greatly from a bypass. During the summer
when traffic backs up on Route 1, Woolwich becomes the de facto bypass. Now that everyone has a GPS
in their car, they know where to turn off and take the short cut through our back roads. But I agree that
the host communities should have the greater say.
Doug: This has been a divisive thing for our communities. We have to have a decision. Let’s take our
least imperfect collective choice and move on it.
Tom: It’s an exquisite bit of timing that after two or three decades of mulling this decision over, fuel
prices are having a profound effect on automobile transportation and on the need for things like the bypass. Is there really going to be that much of a need for a bypass if high fuel prices are forcing people to
think about how they get from place to place?
Carol: From a Gateway 1 (a long-term Route 1 corridor planning project) perspective, it’s certainly an
interesting time to be doing transportation planning. Tonight, we need to decide where the bypass would
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be if it does get built. Over the long term, we’ll be looking at not having the traffic growth be as large
and we’ll certainly be looking to increase mass transit, but this route will continue to be a major way for
people to get where they need to go.
Dave K: I’ve spent several decades involved in the automobile industry, and the future is going to be
smaller vehicles that are more fuel-efficient and carry fewer passengers.
Pat: I heard today that use of the Maine Turnpike is down 10% the past two weekends. That may tell us
what might happen.
Dave B: I was in the oil industry for many years. I’d just like everyone to think back to 1979-1980.
We’ll see a combination of smaller vehicles and alternative sources. There’s a need for a better rail corridor. The purpose of getting a transportation corridor is essential, whether we end up building a bypass
today or something else 20 years later.
Doug: There may be a benefit to routing around the town, as people will live closer to villages.
Don: In 1996, before DOT had agreed to put a preliminary study of the Wiscasset bypass in their biennial transportation improvement program, I testified before the legislature’s transportation committee,
and afterward, Commissioner Melrose asked me, “Well Don, which route do you prefer, north or south
of the village?” I said, “Whichever can be built.” And I still feel that. We need to build the one we can
agree on.
Arthur: Was any military defense measure considered in this? Whenever the federal government looks at
something, you always look at the strategic study. Do they have a preferred route?
Carol: No.
Dave B: I think Route 1 years ago was part of that.
Ed: The Interstate system was developed as part of defense. The National Highway System includes
Route 1 in the Midcoast.
Pat: Are the web based cameras installed? We were given a date of June 16.
Gerry: That was for the sign in Edgecomb, and that was the date it was going out for bid. It’s usually a
30-day process.
Pat: What is the status of the changeable message signs south and north of Wiscasset?
Gerry: Only south of Wiscasset. The signs are in place. We don’t have the process in place. We need to
put together a plan with Lincoln County.
Pat: Do you expect to have a cost together for June 30 for the pedestrian tunnel?
Gerry: Not by June 30, but by the next meeting July 24 we hope to come back with a design. Maine Historic Preservation could be a stumbling block for that option.
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Bob: In the interest of moving us along, we know what the major concerns are. Can we get a sense of
the support for the DOT-recommended alternative, understanding that that alternative may not be your
personal preference but may have the least adverse impact to the two host communities. I propose taking a vote on your support for the DOT’s recommended alternative. We have to leave this meeting with
some sense of where we are.
Tom: What kind of decision-making rules are we going to operate on?
Carol: Because this is an advisory group, we didn’t set that up. But if this task forces takes a vote that
shows direction, it will have some significant weight. We can take a straw poll vote tonight and take a
final vote at the next meeting.
Pat: We haven’t gotten the Army Corps of Engineers report yet.
Carol: We won’t get that until the fall. But they will certainly take the task force recommendation into
account in their thinking.
Dave B: Does everyone feel we should take a position?
Carol: Should the task force take a position? (A general show of hands in support.)
Don: Question would be, do you support the MDOT’s recommendation of a preferred route?
Amanda: I was under the impression we would not have to vote. Is a vote wise?
Doug: Why are we here then?
Carol: You are here to give the DOT advice and counsel, and if you weren’t here, the DOT preferred
route would very likely not be the preferred route. You have already had an impact.
Bob: A lot of people are looking at this task force. We’ve been presented a lot of information, and our
communities are looking toward us to do this. As citizen representatives, we owe it to our communities
to vote.
Carol: How many people think it’s a good idea to vote tonight? (All yes except Amanda, Jo and Norma.)
Carol: Can I ask why you voted against taking a position?
Norma: I think it’s important to come up with a route for the reasons we’ve all heard. The two communities affected need to talk through those decisions, rather than peripheral communities
.
Amanda: DOT has looked at the positions on Wiscasset’s side and on Edgecomb’s side and they’ve
come up with a recommendation. Is it the task force’s job to come up with one as well? We’ve all been
part of the dissemination and learning.
Carol: In the eyes of the public, I think it would important for you to take a position if you choose to do
so.
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Amanda: I will not oppose this route, but that’s very different from supporting.
Carol: I think we could frame the question that way.
Mark Hasselman: We need to understand that the actual decision is in the hands of DOT and FHWA.
Carol: I think everyone at this table understands that this is an advisory committee and any vote would
be a recommendation only.
Gerry Audibert: The Army Corps will make a decision that’s in the public interest, so if we were to make
a recommendation that the public was opposed to, that would weigh heavily against us.
Dave B: Shall we get the Edgecomb and Wiscasset people together to come up with preferred routes
number one and number two?
Amanda: Listen to the discussion tonight. Wiscasset and Edgecomb got up there and, if the minutes were
taken correctly, they will show the preferred routes. (F1 is Wiscasset’s first choice, N2a their second,
N8c their third. Edgecomb’s first choice is N8c, second choice N2a, third choice F1.)
Doug: I can understand that, but I want to be able to go back to my community and say I voted.
Jo: As an advisory committee, I think it’s inappropriate for us to vote.
Bob: Once this process is over with, it’s got to be sold. If we want to get funding, we have to have a
position.
Carol: Do you want to frame a negative vote? “Does anyone on the task force oppose the potential preferred route of N2a proposed by DOT?”
Tom: What would it mean to come to a consensus decision as opposed to a majority vote?
Carol: A consensus vote would be stronger, as always, but a majority vote, especially if it included the
two host towns, would have considerable weight with the agencies that make the decision.
Bob: The concerns about each route have been fully documented?
(General agreement)
Carol: Does anyone on the task force strongly oppose the potential preferred route N2a proposed by
DOT? (No hands were raised.)
Carol noted the next meeting date and time – July 24th, 6:30-8:30 pm, location TBD and stated the final
numbers on the environmental issues would be available as well as new options for the Edgecomb connection and more information on downtown traffic controls.
After asking if there were any more questions from the Task Force, Carol opened the meeting to the
public.
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PUBLIC COMMENT:
Member of the Public: Is there a chance to get a map that’s on a larger scale so I can see how my property would be affected?
Carol: Please talk to Ed Hanscom after the meeting, he has some extremely detailed maps and can likely
answer your question right now.
Member of the public: I live on Clarks Point. I have a lot of respect for all of you. The question of not
endorsing a recommendation as opposed to expressing an opinion on a route, I would have hoped the
task force would have said I like this route. I don’t think the task force members had a chance to express
their preferences, and I’m disappointed in that.
The meeting ended at 7:55 pm.
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AGENDA
Midcoast Bypass Task Force Committee Meeting
July 24, 2008, 6:30-8:30 pm
Edgecomb Town Hall

1. Meeting Introduction								
2. Design of New Edgecomb Connections to Rte. 1					
3. Revised Route Alternatives Ratings Matrix
4. Wiscasset Traffic Management: Interim Report
5. Approval Schedule Update
4. Discussion: Ongoing Role of Task Force
5. Public Comment									

Carol Morris
Carol Morris/DOT
Carol Morris
Gerry Audibert
Carol Morris
All
Public

Handouts:
- Report on Economic and Land Value Impacts of Bypasses
- Viewshed Impact Rating Explanation
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Midcoast Bypass Task Force Meeting
July 24, 2008; 6:30-8:30 pm
Edgecomb Town Hall, Edgecomb
Attending: David King Sr., Woolwich; Bob Faunce, Lincoln County; Robert Fairfield, Wiscasset; Tom
Eichler, Sheepscot Valley Conservation Assn; Ross Edwards, Boothbay; Don Jones, Wiscasset; Doug
Baston, Alna; David Bertran, Westport Island; Pat Hudson, Newcastle; Jaimie Logan, Greater Boothbay
Chamber; Jo Cameron, Edgecomb; Amanda Russell, Edgecomb; Kat Fuller, MaineDOT; Gerry Audibert, MaineDOT; Ed Hanscom, MaineDOT; Richard Bostwick; MaineDOT, Peter Kleskovic, FHWA.
(About 15 members of the public attended, including Wiscasset Newspaper and Times Record, none of
whom signed the roster.)
The meeting was called to order at 6:40 pm
Carol Morris distributed economic impact/tax information to address questions raised by Arthur Faucher.
Jo Cameron handed out copies of “Food for Thought” letter from Mr. Fates and encouraged people to
share it with others.
New Edgecomb connections to Route 1
Carol Morris: As we know, the Motor Court at the junction of Rte. 27 and Rte. 1 in Edgecomb has been
deemed eligible for historic status, so this means MaineDOT had to redesign all the bypass connections
to Rte. 1 in Edgecomb in order to avoid the Motor Court.
Morris reviewed the map showing the new N8c connection: The new connection for N8c has a flyover
from Rte. 27 to southbound Rte. 1 as indicated by the pink arrow on the map; she said that this is a fairly
simple fix. There is also the potential to put a “jug handle” on Rte. 1 south of  Engelbrekt Road so motorists can reverse direction when traveling southbound on Rte. 1 and access the Motor Court from Rte.
27. She noted, however, that there might be a problem with jug handle because the initial location for it
is in a wetland area and close to a vernal pool.
There was a general discussion of actual the name of Motor Court, which is misnamed on the map,
signed as Cod Cove Cottages, but generally called “the Old Race’s Cabins” by the community.
.Gerry Audibert, MaineDOT, described the setting of jug handle and explained that the flyover would be
a bridge over Rte. 1, curving south and allowing traffic from Rte. 27 to head south on Rte. 1.  Cochran
Rd. and Cross Rd. would exist as is.
Carol handed out a matrix that included all the updated information on the new connections, including
costs, environmental impacts and human impacts.
In response to a question, Gerry stated that all the new connection alternatives increase the overall cost
of the bypass by about $1-2 million.
Carol: The next map shows the F1 alternative. It essentially misses Race’s Cabins by going out beyond
and way below it on the south side of the cabins. There are a lot of impacts here in terms of human imC.120

pact. There are another set of cabins that would be taken based on the new intersection; it probably also
impacts the post office. This raises some concerns.
Jo: I have heard that there is another building around there that is a candidate for national preservation/
historic preservation.
Carol: We will follow up on that.
Carol: Regarding traffic flow for this version (F1), northbound travelers on Rte. 1 would go straight
down over existing Rte. 1 south of Rte. 27, and loop over by the post office to rejoin existing Rte. 1.
Gerry: There would be a bridge over Rte. 1. Main line traffic would go over Route 1, under a Cross
Road. There would be some realignment of the old Atlantic Highway. Southbound travelers would
continue as before, right onto the new bypass. There is a gas station at the corner of Cochran Road that
would be affected.
Carol: This route takes Connolly’s Post & Beam building but does not take the nursery. There are more
human impacts here than on the other two alternatives.
Doug Baston: What is the sensitivity of the motor court -- is it the architecture or the location?
Carol: It’s both, it’s the buildings along with the actual setting on Rte. 1 that are part of its historic value.
I know this doesn’t seem logical, as these buildings haven’t been used for decades and are in disrepair,
but it is the law, and the state doesn’t have a choice.
Carol: Now let’s look at the new N2a connection.
Gerry: You can see it snakes a little bit down from the bypass route behind Englebrekt Rd. and then
joins existing Rte. 1 in the north side. Cochran Road and Cross Road would cross over the new bypass
as a bridge; the bypass would go under them. Traveling southbound on Rte. 1, the off ramp to Boothbay would go onto Cochran Rd. at a T-junction, then take a left to join up with Rte. 27 south. Traveling
northbound on Rte. 1, you would simply take the off ramp directly onto Rte. 27, and you would enter the
same way on the other side of the road. etc. From Boothbay to Wiscasset across the Davy Bridge, you
would go as you do today but the road would be a little higher.
Carol: Impacts here are the Mary Pop-in and the gas station. This impacts fewer people than the original
connection, as it avoids all the properties on the south side of Rte. 1 except for some fill area and some
cut area.
Pat Hudson: Would it affect the gas station and the fuel storage area?
Gerry: We assume we would take the entire property.
Ed Hanscom: Griffin Contracting would still have access to Atlantic Highway, which it does now.
Don Jones: Coming off Davis Island to Boothbay, same road?
Gerry: Yes.
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Don: Leaving current US 1 and going onto Cochran Rd., you would be going up in the air to get over the
bypass?
Ed: Yes
Don: On the new one, you would be turning and going up a hill to get over the bridge?
Ed: Yes
Carol: For the record, MaineDOT put together another option that had one section of the new road coming down higher up on the hill, but we met with the Edgecomb members of the task force and they much
preferred this one.
Carol: (Distributed document on Changes in Impacts) Richard Bostwick of MaineDOT has been walking all the bypass routes over the past several weeks, and he did find that there have been some changes
from the time it was originally mapped. For example, some of the wetlands mapped are not as big as
originally thought, and in the interim there has been increased development in Edgecomb that has made
the impact on unfragmented habitat slightly less.
Amanda: There is something in this memo that is wrong. It states that N8c is: “not acceptable to Towns
of Edgecomb and Wiscasset” and that is not true. N8c is Edgecomb’s first choice.
Carol: That is correct, and we apologize and will change that for the record.
Carol reviewed the new ratings on the matrix, noting that N2a rated the highest in total of all three categories: human/environmental/costs.
Pat: Why are these impacts different than the ones presented in May?
Carol: Richard Bostwick has been out walking the routes for the last several weeks to fine-tune our
information and make sure it has not changed. He looked carefully at the environmental impacts in order
to make sure the original assumptions were accurate, and to see if it were possible to reduce economic
impacts by making minor adjustments. Richard, do you want to comment?
Richard Bostwick, MaineDOT: When we walked the routes, we found there were a lot of areas that have
been either filled or developed between the time they were mapped by U.S. Fish & wildlife Service and
the time we did our walk. The original work was done by using hydric soil maps. By doing the walk, we
saw we had to add some wetlands in Wiscasset and reduce some in Edgecomb. That decision is based on
evaluating the type of vegetation occurring on the sites.
Carol: And, we moved the route a little in Edgecomb so we didn’t take as much of the wetland area.
Richard, could you define hydric soils for us?
Richard: Hydric soil is altered so it supports vegetation that only grows in wet areas -- it’s not pondland,
but it’s soil that’s always wet or almost always wet most months of the year.
Ross Edwards: I would have liked to receive this material ahead of time for all of these meetings -- it
would have been good to have it ahead of time, it’s hard to absorb this much at the meeting -- I should
have spoken about this months ago.
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Carol: I apologize, I agree. In summary, I should say that this new information doesn’t change anything
dramatically. The environmental information is a little more accurate, but it doesn’t change the ranking
in any substantial way. Anything more on this?
(Agreement to move on)
Carol: One of the major issues we’ve been dealing with are the concerns about what can be done in
downtown Wiscasset to relieve congestion in the interim before a bypass is built. We have a handout on
activities in this area. (She handed out interim traffic report.) Gerry, can you give this report?
Gerry: The Edgecomb traffic back up sign: All bids were rejected for this so we have to go out for bid
again. Despite this, we expect to have the sign in place by November.
Gerry: The I-295 Wiscasset traffic delay sign:  Have met with the Lincoln County Commissioners, the
regional Chambers, and the Wiscasset police. We plan to have a sign at mile 25 in Brunswick and Lincoln County Communication Center will call to have the sign activated. They will also track when they
call to activate/deactivate. We expect the sign to be operational in September and we will also be posting
a note on the 511 system (traveler information website).
Gerry: When the automated web cams are up they will increase the effectiveness of this process. They
will be posted on the MaineDOT website and could be posted on community site if community desires.
An automated message will be sent to MaineDOT and Lincoln County Commissioners. The police will
confirm the traffic situation, and the message will go out to the I-295 sign and 511 website. This will be
implemented later this year.
Dave King: How will the Wiscasset police and sheriff’s office monitor this?
Gerry: They’ll be cruising the area. We’re looking into where the point of backup is that would trigger
this, somewhere around two to four miles out, which is where you get significant delays.
Carol: This is a pilot program, and we’re going to see how it works.
Gerry: We want to make sure that the information posted on the I-295 sign is accurate and reliable, so
the traveling public is confident that the system is giving them correct information.
Don: Are you going to have any more meetings on this, or are you going to work directly with law enforcement organizations, to identify trigger points? Who is going to make that decision and when?
Gerry: Ed and his staff will be looking at it over the next week or so, and we’ll be getting back to you
through the sheriff’s office, Lincoln County, the Wiscasset transportation committee, and the chambers.
We need to make sure that everyone is aware of what we’re doing. We want to make sure we inform the
public before we do it, so they know what to expect.
Carol: As you all recall, there was major resistance from some businesses in the past. We need to make
sure we don’t overcommunicate about congestion and give a false impression.
Ross: What will prevent sending out an alert if something will be cleared up in 10 minutes.
Gerry: We will monitor carefully.
C.123

David Bertram: Will the sign just say there’s congestion, or will it suggest an alternate route?
Gerry: Portable signs are limited to 8 letters on 3 lines, so it will just say “Traffic Delay Wiscasset”. No
word about an alternate route.
David B.: I hope that when there is no traffic jam, you would indicate that also -- not just have negative
-- because that would help the business people.
Gerry: We won’t be able to do that.
Carol: MaineDOT has a stringent policy that these signs can only be used in limited circumstances. Indicating that there is no delay in a particular area would not be one of them.
David B.: Is there a metric you can use to give tourists or travelers to give them actual travel time? They
have these in Chicago, for example.
Ed: Unfortunately, that takes a lot of sensors and a lot of data, hundreds of web cams. We don’t have
those in Maine.
Gerry: Permanent traffic counters: We have nothing new to report. The schedule should be doable this
year.
Carol: In the public comment period, people indicated they wanted to have accurate information on traffic numbers.
A Task Force member asked if this information could be posted on the MaineDOT website.
Gerry: We don’t feel that the general Maine public would be all that interested in traffic data, so we are
not planning to post it. But it will be available to those who want it.
Gerry: Lee Street/Bradford Road: After analysis, we have concluded that this intersection is not a significant safety issue. There have been no crashes. So we are recommending no further action at this time.
Gerry: Rte. 27 at Rte. 1: We have looked at a traffic signal with left turn lanes and at a roundabout. It
looks as if this could provide some improvement. Ed will be modeling impacts and we will report on the
results at next meeting
Gerry: Wiscasset off-street parking: We have provided aerial photos to Wiscasset, and if they would like,
we can meet to discuss.
Gerry: Underground pedestrian crossing tunnel: (Gerry passed out a diagram and oriented people as
to how to read it.) This structure must meet minimum American Disabilities Act (ADA) standards (1”
grade per 1’/max 36’ ramp plus 5’ landing). There would probably be significant utilities relocation and
drainage issues -- we might have to pump. There is not enough room for ramp and stairs, so currently
this does not have stairway access. We would lose a good portion of the parking on both sides of the
road and lose at least ten parking slots. We would continue to have two-way traffic, and turn left both
ways as you do today. The tunnel would be lit and ventilated.
David B: Did you ever think of going the other way and have a wharf under the bridge? And work with
the town to put up a parking garage on the water, and avoid all these street crossings?
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Gerry: We have not
(There was general discussion of this option.)
Gerry: The highest number of pedestrian crossings are at Water St. between Sarah’s and Reds Eats.
Tom Eichlar:  Two or three meetings ago when we first discussed the underpass, someone from the
public asked why we couldn’t just let the people with disabilities cross the street -- do you know what
percentage are disabled, and how much of a problem that would be?
Carol: If you use federal funding, you are required to provide the same access to people with disabilities
-- that is the law. State law is equally as stringent.
David King: In Woolwich we have an underpass. A lot of retirees live around Rte. 1 in that area, and
when we first put in our underpass, they loved it. After a couple of years, they reverted to dodging across
Rte. 1.
Gerry: The downside is the loss of parking space. We estimate this would cost about $4.5 million, and
the concern is that people will not likely go up and back down the street to cross.
David B.: The problem we have is primarily summer tourists, and an attractive walkway on the water
would attract them.
Carol: It might potentially reduce the number of trips across the street.
Pat Hudson: It’s a point we shouldn’t ignore.
David B: Why does the tunnel have to be buried so deeply?
Gerry: We took a look at what Woolwich did and modeled after that. We’re hoping some of the utilities
would be able to cross over the tunnel. This is a pretty rough sketch you’re seeing. Now, we haven’t officially heard from Maine Historic Preservation Commission (MHPC), but our impression is that they are
unlikely to accept this as something they could support. They like the width of the street and were even
concerned about islands in the middle of the road.
Dave King: Did you consider installing elevators at each end of the underpass?
Gerry: We talked about it. I think it would have a negative MHPC impact.
Pat: The wharf that David mentioned should not be a concern for the historic group.
David: You could make a heck of a deal out of it.
Jo: Digging anywhere in Wiscasset, you’d have to have an archeologist at your elbow.
David: I’m talking about a floating wharf, not digging
.
Don: Wiscasset is interested in improving the water face of Wiscasset. Potentially looking at an in-town
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rail station somewhere north of the bridge. We’re working with MaineDOT to recreate the washed out
pier by the Town Landing and create a walkway. We’ve talked quite a bit, more brainstorming sessions
than proposal-type discussions. We were talking about suspended wharf, rather than floating. It may be
good for creating a walkway along the river, but it may not be good for diverting pedestrians.
David: The issue in Wiscasset is parking.
Don: Wiscasset has a policy to avoid placing parking along the waterfront.
David: But that’s where all your parking is.
Don: Railroad Avenue belongs to the state, and we are pushing to create additional parking around
where the station would be.
Kat Fuller: What I’m hearing concerns me, from the perspective that several months ago, you asked us
to take a look at an underpass. We spent a fair amount of staff time and resources to investigate that. Tonight we’re hearing that we shouldn’t have done that. Rather than hear a new idea come up at each meeting, we’d like to hear the universe of ideas and work with you and the traffic committee in Wiscasset to
get to an end. We’re very interested in helping solve this problem, but we want to do it in as efficiently
as possible.
David B.: Eight years ago there was a whole list of non-build improvements that were recommended,
and only tonight are we talking about two or three of them.
Gerry: We also met with the Wiscasset Transportation Committee on a traffic-calming plan. There are
limitations on what can be done on arterial highways. Until we get construction funds in place, we cannot implement anything.
Gerry: Remove “Coastal” from “Coastal Route 1” signs: We would not expect this action to have significant impact on travelers and don’t recommend moving forward with it.
Tom: Where do we stand with the underground crossing?
Carol: We are waiting to hear from MHPC. If they don’t approve it, it’s a no-go.
Gerry: Their major concern is the narrowing of Route 1.
Carol: In other words, we need to get more information before we can move forward – or not.
Ross: If you look at what Camden did with their waterfront, that could be a real benefit for Wiscasset. It
was proposed in Boothbay many years ago but it never happened.
Bob Faunce: Wiscasset is going to start a bicycle/pedestrian planning process soon. It will take three-five
months. Bringing pedestrians down to the waterfront will be considered. This discussion should take that
into consideration.
Pat: Are there any plans to get the pedestrians to bunch up before they cross? Not cross one at a time?
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Gerry: Having a traffic officer to herd the pedestrians would allow the traffic to move.
Ed: When we had the traffic lights in place, 75% of pedestrians crossed with the lights.
Carol: That is not on Gerry’s list, and it should be. It’s a question of funding – and where it comes from.
Don: When are we going to go back to resume the discussion on issues like interchanges?
Carol: That’s under “ongoing role of task force” on the next agenda item. If I can go through this next
slide quickly we’ll get right to that.
Carol: (Reviewed “possible timing” slide), indicating that the final decision will be early in 2009.
Carol: The outstanding issues are interchanges, ongoing downtown traffic management, bike paths, and
anything unexpected. The question is, do you want to continue to meet? What do you see as your purpose going forward? There are certainly issues that need to be discussed, but I don’t know if they need to
be discussed by everyone at this table. We could post the meetings for everyone to be aware of time and
place and anyone who wanted to come, could come.
David B.: I think most of the issues now are either in Wiscasset or Edgecomb.
Doug: there are people who have views of what this bypass should be who are not just Alna or Wiscasset
people. That should involve others. I don’t see meeting on this until there’s a decision.
Jaimie Logan: It would be beneficial for all of us to be at the table to discuss interchanges.
Bob: I don’t see any reasons for all of us to meet.
Carol: The only things that might warrant full attendance would be downtown traffic in Wiscasset,
which affects everyone, and the interchanges. On the interchanges, would it be reasonable to wait to start
talking about interchanges after we hear from the Army Corps?
Peter Kleskovic: No, because we will have to include the interchange information in the final EIS.
Carol: So that would mean that we would start to talk about this in September. We could schedule something the middle of September about interchanges, and get everything to you ahead of time. At that time
we could tell you where we need to go with downtown traffic plans.
(General agreement)
After asking if there were any other issues from the Task Force, Carol opened the meeting to the public.
Member of the Public: The language in the Sheepscot letter to the editor -- “does not oppose” -- does not
send a clear message about the recommendation of the task force. Also, most of these issues have been
on the table for almost a decade. Why have these issues waited until now, when the task force is disbanding, to be dealt with? These are not new ideas, and they have not been addressed in the process set
out to address them.
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David B.: One of the purposes of this group was to try to come up with a consensus. The state came up
with a recommendation based on a rationale. I don’t think there’s any other way to get a consensus than
the way the state’s done it, and I commend Ed, Carol and the rest on the process.
Doug: I agree, I think the decision was thoughtful, it came at the end of the best meeting I attended, and
I think people put aside their biases to come up with something for the public good.
Ross: I’m from Boothbay, and we don’t particularly want a bypass. But we do need a bypass, and this is
the best way to do it.
Tina Gordon, Wiscasset: I was very heavily involved in this process eight years ago. As a realtor, I was
not aware that the DOT had chosen a route until a week ago, when one of my clients lost a deal because
the buyer called the DOT, and that’s what they were told. I know that there’s nothing that is firm, but that
buyer was told by the DOT that that house would be bought in five years.
Gerry: I was the person who spoke with the prospective buyer. I told him I couldn’t give him a definite
answer, and I couldn’t give him a timeline. He walked through it, and he came up with that.
Tina Gordon: I live in Bayview Heights right in the middle of this. But I’ll get over it. There are a lot of
people who are in a terrible situation. The Board of Realtors says you don’t have to disclose it until the
final decision has been made, but these poor people need to move on with their lives, and they can’t.
Doug: That’s what we heard -- that people have to get on with their lives, and we have to decide something. That’s why we took the vote. It’s time to say close your blue books, pencils down, move on.
Carol: We’ll get something out in writing to the realtor community on what we know, the timing and
what people can do. Thank you for coming and for saying this.
Honor Sage: After the last meeting, there was a clarity issue. A lot of people reading the paper just
thought that the decision was made, it sounded like a done deal. If you’re going to get the word out to
realtors, I think you should get it out in the press. Also -- where is the no-build in any of this?
Carol: The draft EIS made it clear that the no-build did not fulfill the purpose and need – that of sufficiently reducing congestion in downtown.
Honor: There is going to be a bypass?
Carol: There will be a bypass alternative route chosen. MaineDOT does not have funding for any project
of this size at this point, so the timing is uncertain.
Honor: If it’s a 10-year window before the first shovels get put in the ground, how does it get monitored
along the way?
Kat: First, we don’t have a decision on a bypass yet. We have our best guess on the preferred alternative. We still have to go through the environmental agencies so they can say what we missed. By the
time we finish the final EI statement, we’ll provide it to FHWA and by early next year, we get a record
of decision. That means you can begin the process of building. That means, we’ve got to find the funds.
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Then we’ve got to begin design, which is a multi-year process that will also include public involvement.
In our capital program, I’ve set aside some funds to try to begin purchasing some land to relieve those
property owners that are hostage to this process. I assume that will be a multi-year process as well.
Honor: Do permits need to be reissued? EPA may change laws. Ten years is a long time.
Peter Kleskovic: When you complete an EI, if no significant activity has happened in 3 years, you have
to have a re-evaluation.
David B.: We have a number of people who could be in the line of fire. Is there something you can do to
communicate with them directly?
Kat: We have notified property owners who are in the alignments. We can’t notify property owners who
are in the currently “preferred” alignment until the decision is final. We will come up with some form of
communication for the people who are most likely to be affected.
David Fate: I live at the corner of Rte 1 and Cochran Rd, on a 56-acre property purchased two years ago.
I knew about the routes but the most likely one was N8c. Since building my house in 2007, I’ve created
a separate lot to recoup some of my expenses. I never received a letter from DOT and I thought I was
in the clear. I’ve listened to a lot of the experts who have presented here. This proposed road comes to
less than 100 yards from my house. The Wright family, two-thirds of the way down the road, they’re all
impacted, they’re going to put the bypass on my property, just as close as it can get to the Wright property. What’s going to happen to all that beautiful land on top of that hill? It will devalue the community’s
tax rate. I’m going to be out a lot of money. I’m going to be a hostage. It’s my retirement money. I’m not
going to be able to recover from this. People need to understand the details of what’s happening to the
property owners. Tonight as we were pointing out the routes, no one talked about individuals’ property.
What’s going to happen to those people on Engelbrekt Road? I can count at least 15 people, not counting
myself, that you’ve completely ignored. I feel like maybe you’re hearing this for the first time.
Carol: We had many of the Engelbrekt Road residents come to every one of the public meetings last fall,
and what we heard from them was that F1, which goes down by the shore, was worse for them than N2a.
David Fate: I respect your process and I hope you don’t take any of this personally, but there’s a lot at
stake. There are priceless views from the hill.
David B.: I have read David’s comments. We looked after the historic cabins, we looked after the vernal
ponds, and the sooner we finalize this, the better. I encourage you to read David’s letter, it’s very well
written.
Member of the Public: How often do the steps along the way -- what percent of the time do they get
reversed?
Peter: The agencies typically do provide input, there’s usually some modification, but we can’t really
know what they’re going to say or which one they’ll identify until we get their determination this fall.
Some of the work that was done to reduce the wetlands was because of a particular concern of the Army
Corps. If we’re able to go through the process and get a decision by February, then after that, it’s a case
of putting the money together. There will be minor adjustments, but if we don’t make any major adjustC.129

ments, then we’re in pretty good shape.
Member of the Public: As an economic hostage, is there a contact at DOT I can call?
Carol: Mike Danforth, and if you give me your name and number, I’ll have him call you.
Member of the Public: All the public comments will be responded to in the final EIS?
Carol: Yes
.
Don: We said that tentatively we would meet again as a full committee in mid-September to talk about
the interchange issue. Do we need to have that information in the pre-application to the Army Corps?
Carol: We’ll confirm and let you know. (UPDATE: The pre-application can go in without a final recommendation on interchanges.)
Jo: There were people from the relocation office who distributed information on the process, and it may
be available in your town hall.
Carol: We’ll make sure she gets information in the mail.
Doug: I encourage you to put forth clear information in the newspapers and have one contact person to
talk to.
Member of the public: Has the task force recommended a particular route?
Carol: MaineDOT has recommended N2a, and the task force has said they do not oppose it.
Peter: It’s the preferred alternative.
Tom: At the last meeting, we took what I understood to be a straw vote, a preliminary attempt to see
where we stood.
Jo: The task force is an advisory board, and no decision we make is binding. It was a demonstration of
consensus.
The meeting was adjourned at 8:42 pm.
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MIDCOAST BYPASS TASK FORCE MEETING
September 18, 2008
6:30 – 8:30 pm
Lincoln County Communications Room
AGENDA
1.

Interchange Discussion: Rte. 27
a.
N2a options: Cost/benefit and impacts
b.
N8c options: Cost/benefit and impacts
c.
F1 options: Cost/benefit and impacts

2.

Interchange Discussion: Rte. 218
a.
N2a:  Cost/benefit and impacts
b.
F1: Cost/benefit and impacts

3.

Next Meeting
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Midcoast Bypass Task Force Meeting
September 18, 2008; 6:30-8:30 pm
Wiscasset Town Office
Attending: David King Sr., Woolwich; Bob Faunce, Lincoln County; Tom Eichler, Sheepscot Valley Conservation Assn; Don Jones, Wiscasset; Arthur Faucher, Wiscasset; Doug Baston, Alna; David Bertran,
Westport Island; Pat Hudson, Newcastle; Jaimie Logan, Boothbay Harbor Region Chamber of Commerce; Jo Cameron, Edgecomb; Amanda Russell, Edgecomb; Gerry Audibert, MaineDOT; Ed Hanscom,
MaineDOT; Peter Kleskovic, FHWA, Carol Morris, Morris Communications.
Carol Morris opened the meeting by explaining the format and information regarding interchanges that
was provided in the mailed packet of information Task Force members has received. She added that
within the next two weeks, members will receive updated information on Interim Downtown Traffic for
discussion at the next meeting.
Task force members opted not to hear a presentation on the packet of information but to move right into
questions. The first discussion was on the Ed Hanscom’s analysis of the full interchange options in Wiscasset for Rte. 27 under the N2a alternative.
Bob Faunce: On the full diamond, the analysis missed the impact on the school – you have an entrance
and exit to the school right on the southbound on ramp – traffic will be going south on Rte. 27, turning onto the on ramp, which will interfere with the school entrance. There should be a crosswalk there,
because there is a sidewalk on the other side. People including children will be crossing there, and it will
be dangerous.
Doug Baston: Since Wiscasset is considering consolidating three schools into two schools, that school
could get bigger.
Bob: I would not recommend that ramp in that location, it’s too close.
Ed Hancom: Rte. 27 is raised in this area, and there would be consolidation of the driveway activity in
the northern driveway, because of the steep grade.
Bob: Where would the kids cross?
Don Jones: I think there’s a crosswalk there now, near the Morris farm.
Gerry Audibert: I think there is a crosswalk there.
Don: I think there’s one there, and there’s one near the community center, and one up higher by the high
school.
Don: The town’s position has been that we prefer a full interchange on Rte. 27 as opposed to a half
interchange. It appears that the half diamond with the DEIS ramps is the best of the alternatives. Wiscasset’s school population has dropped by 1/3, from 1200 to 700. With three schools, we have a lot of extra
school space. On Nov. 3 we will vote on whether to close one of the schools and upgrade another at a
large cost. The architects have done preliminary designs for the primary school and have reconfigured
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the entrances and exits, but they haven’t thought about them in terms of an elevated Rte. 27, so they
would have to adjust their designs. Both the middle school and the primary school are being considered
for closure, and designs are subject to change.
Doug: At the primary school, going to the northern drive would be a reconfiguration of the school, which
would be a cost to the town.
Don: The architect’s design is to create a flow pattern around the school while separating deliveries and
bus traffic from parents dropping off their children.
Doug: It’s probably true that the architects have not thought about this in their planning.
Bob: The DEIS plus two ramps solves that problem because it eliminates the ramps near the school. The
2 ramps plus DEIS has a 34 year cost to recover, which adds $1 million onto the cost. If you’re trying to
get full access to Rte. 27, it’s only $200,000 more.
Carol: The real difference is the annual Vehicle Mile Traveled cost. The two ramps adds Vehicle Miles
Traveled. With this option, you’re asking people to drive more, spend more money.
Don: I like both options that create a full interchange. I’m not in favor of the full diamond configuration, and the numbers don’t support it. The town has been so concerned that we have a full interchange,
I would support the one that is more likely to be built. I would prefer the first one (DEIS version plus 2
ramps), but the other one saves vehicle miles, cost less and has a shorter payback.
Doug: Does MDOT or federal guidelines have a cutoff point? Do you invest in 34–year projects?
Ed: It’s a tradeoff between transportation benefit and environmental impact, and then there’s the issue
of full access on Rte. 27, which the interchange would address, as well as the through traffic through
Wiscasset.
Doug: Realizing that it’s a balancing act, do you have a cutoff point?
Ed: The longer the payback, the less attractive it is. There’s not a hard and fast payback; it’s a judgment
point.
Carol: The original DEIS proposal had a payback of 30 years; one would assume that that is an acceptable level of cost/benefit.
Don: MDOT is willing to put in a set of ramps that has a 30-year payback, but the town wants a full
interchange, so the longer payback may make sense.
Gerry: The cost differential between the two off-turns is $200,000. If we do decide to have a full interchange, it’s going to add about $1 million. We want to select something at the lowest cost we can, but
there are other factors as well.
Ed: We have been trying to address community concerns on the location of the interchange.
Don: The cost differences are quite small, so other factors will rise to the top as far as decision-making.
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Gerry: It’s an additional $1 million.
Peter Kleskovic: From a highway engineer standpoint, I like this design (DEIS plus 2 ramps) as well as
the diamond. We typically don’t like to have things split up. These two seem to be cleaner from an engineering standpoint. One of the things about the split diamond is that it has the highest amount of wetland
impact. The full diamond has lower wetland impact, along with the full interchange up north.
Don: One has the most vernal pool impact, one has the most stream impact, and one has the most pedestrian impact. Obviously you don’t want the one with the most pedestrian impact. We should not proceed
with the assumption that the primary school will be retained. There is a lot of disagreement in Wiscasset,
between the selectmen and the school board. There will be a vote in November.
Bob: It’s fair to say that the school will not be razed if they close it, it will have a different use.
Arthur Faucher: It could be like the veterans’ facility in Bangor.
Ed: To go through a 4F property (a school is a 4F property, which is protected by federal law), we would
need to show that there’s no feasible and prudent alternative.
Peter: Under these circumstances, it would be fair to say that these would not be major issues (meaning
impediments to taking). (See NOTE below for clarification.)
Ed: The playground would still be there, even if the school was closed.
NOTE: Schools are not automatically extended 4(f) protection. They can have 4(f) protection if they are
judged to be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. The playground of a school could be
considered for 4(f) protection if it is open to the public and has
substantial after hours recreational activity.
Excerpt from FHWA Section 4(f) Policy Paper
10. School Playgrounds
Question: Are publicly owned school playgrounds subject to the requirements of Section 4(f)?
Answer: While the primary purpose of public school playgrounds is for
structured physical education classes and recreation for students, these properties may also serve significant public recreational purposes and as such, may be subject to Section 4(f) requirements. When a
playground serves only school activities and functions, the playground is not considered subject to Section 4(f). However, when a public school playground is open to the public and serves either organized or
substantial "walk-on" recreational purposes, it is subject to the requirements of Section 4(f) if the playground is determined to be significant for recreational purposes (see also Question 2 B). In
determining the significance of the playground facilities, there may be more than one official having
jurisdiction over the facility. A school official is considered to be the official having jurisdiction of the
land during school activities. However, the school board may have authorized the city park and recreation department or a public organization to control the facilities after school hours. The actual
function of the playground is the determining factor under these circumstances. Therefore, documentaC.134

tion should be obtained from the officials having jurisdiction over the facility stating whether or not
the playground is of local significance for recreational purposes.
Arthur: If the primary school closes, the town would move the playground and put it in another area. If
the school closed tomorrow, how would that affect the options?
Gerry: It would make the decision easier. With the half diamond, we wouldn’t have pedestrian issues.
Tom Eichlar: Would it help to put the sidewalk on the other side of Rte. 27 (the west side), so you
wouldn’t have to cross Rte. 27? Would that address anyone’s concerns?
Carol: I think you would then have the ramps interfering with the sidewalk.
Don: It would make it worse, because you would have people switching sides.
Dave King: If you move the sidewalk, then somehow you have to cross Rte. 27. If you have crosswalks,
it’s going to stop traffic, which negates the whole purpose. Would it be possible to have a walkway under
the ramps?
Gerry: There’s a 20-foot vertical difference, and that would present problems with vehicle clearance. It
may be workable, but it would present challenges.
Ed: We would favor the sidewalk on the east side, where it is now.
Dave K.: I don’t see how this is going to be workable if that facility remains a public facility. You’re going to have to put crosswalks in a couple of places, and people will scamper across the highway anyway.
Doug: What will the speed be?
Ed: The bypass will be 45 mph and Rte. 27 is 40 mph.
Don: The crosswalk is closer to the Morris Farm.
Gerry: The crosswalk was north of the entrance to the school.
Doug: No kids walk to the primary school, but if it becomes a middle school, that will change.
Bob: Part of the consideration should be what will happen to Rte. 27 in that location. The N2a-1 creates
3 areas of conflict. If you’re going to do a full service interchange, you’re going to have to plan to have
commercial development.
Don: You’ll have to zone it so as not to have that.
Bob: On the east side of Rte. 27 north of the interchange, there will be a lot of pressure. It’s similar to
exit 77 north of Auburn. Auburn has had a tremendous amount of commercial development within a half
mile.
C.135

Don: But there will be a lot of sentiment in Wiscasset to control growth, because that’s where we have
our educational campus. You’ve got residences, a church, a bus garage, etc.
Bob: There will be a lot of pressure in the future.
Dave K: Why wouldn’t it make more sense to raise the bypass over Rte. 27 than to raise Rte 27 over the
bypass?
Don: To reduce noise. That’s why the bypass has been designed to be lower than the surrounding area in
most cases.
Bob: The fact that you’ve got fairly low usage, some of those buildings could be relocated, there will be
pressure. What are the estimated vehicle trips per day using that interchange?
Ed: Rte. 1 North ramps have about 1900 vehicles, South about 1100. So about 3000 cars a day. Average
daily traffic on Rte. 27 is about 6000.
Don: We would prefer the first option, the one that Bob likes best, for N2a-1, we would like least the full
diamond. But the half diamond we would prefer to not having a full interchange.
Doug: Is the no interchange option still on the table?
Carol: That was never such an option. It was always half or full.
Dave B: How do you get off the elevated Rte. 27 to the Morris Farm or the school?
Ed: You’re very close to existing grade. A left turn lane could be done.
Dave B: Just in terms of safety, we should note there’s a lot of turning into Morris Farm.
Carol: Let’s move to the options for alternative N8c. There are two possibilities, one is the original half
interchange ramps plus an additional half diamond. The second is a full diamond. It’s a 20-year payback
for the half diamond and the original ramps as opposed to 14 years for the full diamond, in terms of recovering the costs. The full diamond adds more vehicle miles for travelers – and that adds cost - but this
configuration is almost $2.2 million cheaper to build than the original proposal in the DEIS, which is
why the payback is shorter. From an environmental standard, the half diamond has more environmental
impact. But the full diamond takes two more residences.
Tom: Why is there a difference between the interchanges?
Gerry/Ed: The N2a alignment is sufficiently different from the N8c alignment so that we couldn’t use
the same design.
Don J: Looking at this from Wiscasset’s point of view, there’s not really much to choose. Wiscasset does
not favor N8c and it’s not the preferred route at the present time.
Carol: However, given that N8c is still on the table as an alternative, it would be helpful to have Wiscasset’s input here.
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Bob: On the N8c half diamond and DEIS ramps, it looks like the eastbound on ramp goes under the bypass, which means that the bypass will be elevated – so doesn’t that have a noise impact?
Gerry: N8c is higher than the ramps at that point. If you didn’t have the ramps, it would not be lower.
Ed: It’s possible that it could be lower at that point.
Don: It’s an awkward and undesirable design.
Carol: The full diamond has more housing impact and more environmental impact, but a significant cost
reduction.
Arthur: If I were to pick I would go with the half diamond.
Bob: Why does the full diamond have more impact?
Ed: The full diamond has less stream impact.
Carol: The full diamond adds back in 5 acres of undeveloped habitat when compared to the original
DEIS configuration, but it has a negative effect on vernal pools. It’s not clear here as to whether that is a
significant vernal pool or not.
Don: You have less operational benefit. Your annual vehicle miles traveled goes up instead of down.
Gerry: There’s also an increase in vehicle miles traveled on the full diamond.
Doug: I feel that this is not anyone’s preferred route, but we need to look at these more closely, because
if for some reason the preferred route isn’t used, we need to pay a lot more attention to the recommendation here.
Don: If N8c is chosen, I would like to see more alternatives.
Amanda Russell: If it comes back that the Army Corp of Engineers can only permit N8c, then you’re
slowing the whole process down. That’s not right.
Don: I don’t know what you’re saying.
Amanda: Why aren’t you looking at them closer now?
Carol: I can see why we might want to go back and looking at them again. No one seems very enthusiastic regarding either of these two choices.
Dave B: If you did pick a route, the towns will still have input on final design, won’t they?
Carol: Yes, there is another public process at that point. Let me find out what the parameters would be at
that level of discussion.
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Don J: I think the least impact to Wiscasset in terms of N8c would be the full diamond.
Jaimie: For the full diamond, if the annual vehicle miles traveled are higher, wouldn’t it be likely that the
bypass would be used less?
Don: No because coming from Gardiner, you might have to go a half mile farther to enter the bypass,
but Rte. 1 would be even longer.
Carol: Next we have N2f-1, which is currently a dark horse in this race. Do we want to spend time talking about it? Peter, is it a requirement?
Peter: We do not have to talk about N2f-1 –it’s up to the committee.
(General decision to move on from the Committee.)
Bob: On Rte. 218, why is it so expensive? Looking at Rte. 27, even the most expensive version, looking
at the 2 ramps and DEIS ramps, that totaled $4 million. It looks like the cheapest interchange on Rte.
218 is $7 million and it goes up to $11 million.
Ed: For Rte. 27, we had a half interchange already included in the DEIS, so the costs reflect adding capacity for a half interchange. Since we had no interchange at Rte. 218 in the DEIS, all these costs reflect
adding a full interchange. Plus, some of these have bridge costs that Rte. 27 doesn’t have. For example,
on N2a, you have the Polly Clark stream, and you have to build a long bridge, or even a bridge and a
half over Rte. 218 and another bridge over Polly Clark stream.
Bob: Where the off ramp goes over that side road to the south of Rte. 218, there’s a house there – is that
house too far to be impacted?
Ed: I don’t believe it would involve taking it.
Gerry: There would be impact to the driveway to the house behind it.
Bob: Maybe there will be impact to both those houses?
Dave B: What’s the traffic going on and off?
Ed: For these 2 ramps (southbound), it’s 700 a day; for these 2 (northbound), it’s 1,000 a day. There
aren’t that many users.
Carol: Although the DOT has done the work on all the possibilities, we should note that this version (for
the N2a alternative ) is the only one that’s really on the table. Wiscasset is the entity that has requested
this interchange and they have stated that they do not want the N8c version. And N2f-1 is a long shot.
Dave B: What’s the distance between the two interchanges?
Gerry:  About ¾ mile, maybe ½ to ¾ mile.
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Don: The key is not the distance on the bypass, but how many miles it takes to drive around to the Route
27 entrance. If you’re coming down Rte. 218 and you want to get on the bypass, it’s several extra miles
of travel.
Gerry: We’re also going to be looking at alternatives to the interchange, such as a truck route that was
discussed at an earlier Task Force meeting. We are suggesting a separate meeting to talk with Wiscasset
and Alna about it.
Dave B: That might be more cost-effective and it doesn’t destroy a lot of stuff.
Carol: The numbers in this analysis are not promising, but certainly the Rte. 27 numbers have some viable options.
Doug: The numbers speak for themselves.
Carol: We could reconvene with just Wiscasset and Alna and take a look at some other options. Given
what we see here, it’s worth taking a look at other alternatives.
Pat Hudson: It would be good for Newcastle. The trucks come down from Whitefield on Rte. 218, cross
the Sheepscot Road and then come down through Newcastle.
Doug: If you don’t build a new road, you’re just redistributing the burden.
Carol: There is going to be a lot of pressure on Rte. 218 over the next decades.
(Tom Eichlar noted that as representative of SVCA, he would like to be part of this discussion. Carol
agreed to let him know when meetings would take place.)
Doug: Truck traffic waxes and wanes with the economy.
Ed: The more building, the more trucks.
Arthur: As competition diminishes, if there are fewer players, it might have a shorter lifespan.
Bob: As a town, Whitefield is one big potential gravel pit. It has tremendous untapped gravel resources.
In a lot of these pits, the gravel is turning to ledge and they are quarrying that. Pike Industries in Poland
had a 100-acre gravel pit, now they have a 600-acre ledge mine.
(General discussion on timing of next meeting.)
Carol: The next Bypass Task Force meeting will take place Wednesday, Oct. 29 at 6:30-8:30 pm. You
will receive your packet in the next two weeks.
Don: Is there any consideration of half interchanges on 218? Those would be cheaper. Would the cost
benefit look more reasonable?
Ed: I don’t have that information here.
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Bob: If you’re trying to get trucks to use it so they can get to Boothbay, they would need the eastbound
access with a new bridge.
Gerry: So the southbound traffic from Rte. 218 would continue doing what they do today.
Ed: The south oriented halves of the Rte. 218 interchange have more favorable costs than the north and
east.
Carol: Ed will run calculations and we will send them out.
Doug B: We’ve got to talk about service roads and get interchanges off the table.
(As there were no more questions or comments from the Task Force, Carol opened the meeting to the
public.)
Public 1 (Doug Fitts): Is there an updated timeline?
Carol: We will have a better sense of that at the next meeting. We may have lost a month or two, as DOT
has not yet gotten the pre-application into the Army Corps. But they should be able to give their permitting recommendation to DOT by the end of this year, and then it will go to FHWA for a final decision.
Peter: The FEIS will have to be completed first.
Gerry: Yes, we submit the Army Corps application, then do most of the work completing the FEIS during the time they are evaluating the application.
Public 1: So you will have your final decision early next year.
Carol: That is still the plan.
Public 2 (Nathan Fates): At the last meeting you said the no-build plan is still on the table. When can we
discuss making some simple changes on both sides of the river so we could go with that?
Carol: At the Oct. 29th meeting we’ll talk about traffic changes in the downtown in order to improve
traffic flow. However, the DEIS showed that the purpose and need does not appear able to be fixed by
any downtown traffic measures. These will be interim measures.
Public 2: At the Newcastle meeting, Rob Nelson mentioned some specific suggestions at the last meeting on the no-build alternative. Why are we taking such large steps to mitigate problems in such a small
area?
Carol: There is documentation for all the work and reasons behind what has been done on downtown
traffic management. This has been discussed at length at multiple meetings. If you leave your email address, I will be happy to send you that documentation, and I urge you to attend the next meeting.
Public 2: At the last meeting, other than a couple of people, all the people from the community wanted
to see something done downtown.
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Bob: The idea is to do the interim improvements, and in the event that the interim improvements solve
the problem, we won’t have to go ahead with the bypass. All the information we have so far suggest that
they won’t.
The meeting ended at 8:20 pm.
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MIDCOAST BYPASS TASK FORCE MEETING
October 29, 2008
6:30 – 8:30 pm
Lincoln County Communications Room
AGENDA
1.
2.
3.

Updates
Final Review: Interim Downtown Traffic Management measures
Public Comment
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Midcoast Bypass Task Force Meeting
October 29, 2008; 6:30-8:30 pm
Lincoln County Communications Conference Room
Attending: David King Sr., Woolwich; Bob Faunce, Lincoln County; Tom Eichler, Sheepscot Valley Conservation Assn; Don Jones, Wiscasset; Doug Baston, Alna; Pat Hudson, Newcastle; Jo Cameron, Edgecomb; Amanda Russell, Edgecomb; Don Hudson, Chewonki Foundation; Norma Dreyfus, Friends of
Coastal Preservation; Gerry Audibert, MaineDOT; Ed Hanscom, MaineDOT; Peter Kleskovic, FHWA;
Jeff McEwen, FHWA: Carol Morris, Morris Communications.
The meeting began at 6:33 pm.
Updates
Carol Morris opened the meeting and asked Gerry Audibert to review recent updates, stating that the focus at this meeting would be the interim solutions to alleviate Wiscasset downtown traffic until the time
a bypass could be built. Gerry stated that since the last meeting he had met offline with Wiscasset town
representatives to discuss Wiscasset’s safety and other concerns with Route 218 and had also met with
Alna and Newcastle representatives on the same issues. He said that no decisions were made and a meeting report detailing discussion points would be distributed to the Task Force prior to the next meeting, at
which time, potential Rte. 218 solutions will be discussed.
Gerry and other members of MaineDOT also met on Oct. 27 with several property owners to hear their
concerns with the tentatively preferred bypass route.
Carol then described the Downtown Interim Measures document, which had been emailed earlier to
Task Force members, stating that the document represents every concern on this topic brought forward
during the public comment period. She noted that this meeting would be the final opportunity to address
these concerns.
Pedestrian Control
Gerry reported that the Maine Historic Preservation Commission has ruled that they will not approve the
underpass design submitted by MaineDOT because of its visual impact on the historic downtown. This
is primarily due to the length and location of the handicap access ramps on Main Street. They had previously stated they would not approve any overpass design, also due to visual impacts.
Gerry also reported that hardware is being installed for the new traffic counter, and information will
begin to be collected soon.
Gerry stated that MaineDOT supports a pilot program to test the effectiveness of a crossing guard. Ed
described manual counting methods used in 2001 and explained that a crossing guard trial would be supported by manual counting to fine tune information gathered.
Pat Hudson noted that any crossing guard should be properly trained to keep traffic moving, as that was
not their role in the past. Doug Baston noted that the crossing guards used previously were very young.
Don Jones noted that some did a good job. Carol stated that the goal of crossing guards would be to keep
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traffic moving and manage pedestrian crossings. Gerry added that there must be clear definition of role,
responsibilities and funding source. Gerry stated that MaineDOT may be able to fund it on a trial basis
but that local traffic control could not come under MaineDOT on a longer-term basis.  
Pat asked whether the idea of a crosswalk under the Davey Bridge was still in play. Bob described a
proposal he has prepared to look at building a bike/pedestrian path and a pedestrian walkway on the
waterfront from the town dock to where the train station used to be. Bob reported that he had a preliminary discussion with DEP on the crosswalk, and that they were not initially enthusiastic, but that it was
still early and not enough information is available. The Task Force agreed that MaineDOT will pursue a
crossing guards pilot program for next summer.
Gerry reported that an examination of the effects of using a traffic signal to manage pedestrians showed
that they would delay vehicular traffic overall. He said a signal would make it easier for pedestrians to
get across the street, as well as for vehicles to turn onto Main St. from side streets. Pat asked why Camden, for example, has been successful with signals – they have a stop sign. Ed stated that Wiscasset has
more traffic and said he would send the Task Force comparative data. (See below.)
Requested Traffic Data: Below are approximate Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) volumes for Route
1 on the downtown Main Streets of three Midcoast towns:
Wiscasset - Main Street east of Gardiner Road: 18,000
Camden - Main Street north of Bayview Street: 12,000
Thomaston - Main Street east of Beechwood Street: 13,000
There was discussion of the effectiveness of using a police officer rather than a signal. .  Don asked Ed if
he agreed that the downtown trial in Wiscasset showed that traffic signals at Middle and Water provided
some benefits as far as pedestrians crossings and ability of side street traffic to exit, but the signals did
not increase Route 1 vehicular capacity which was the purpose of the trial. Ed agreed, and Don added
that the one-way streets that were part of the trial were not popular in Wiscasset.  Amanda Russell stated
that it makes sense to try a police officer prior to installing a signal.
Local Traffic Control
Ed reviewed his technical analysis of traffic signal options at the junction of Route 1 with Route 27 as
well as the roundabout option, noting that all affected land (i.e., land that would need to be taken) would
be public land. Jeff McEwen explained the difference between a rotary and a roundabout: rotaries are
larger and roundabouts are significantly safer, as roundabouts, being smaller, do not allow for increase in
speed. They also eliminate left turns, which eliminates cut-off conflicts that often cause crashes. Gerry
noted that another advantage to roundabouts is that there is no signal stopping traffic; they are controlled
by “Yield” signs. Doug asked which option is typically recommended by MaineDOT and Federal Highway. Jeff noted that there are several considerations under which a recommendation is made: traffic flow,
safety issues and cost.
In response to a question by Pat about how a traffic light is timed, Ed explained intersection phases and
how they constitute an intersection’s cycle. He stated that the Route 27 phase could be as little as 20
seconds and explained how most intersections have detectors that notice waiting vehicles, so that the rest
of the time the signal would be green for Route 1. The split might average 25%/75% Route 27/Route
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1, but it would vary based on sensors/detectors. A typical cycle length would be about 60 seconds. Jo
asked whether it is preferable to come to a full stop and wait, or do a “slow creep” both from a driver’s
perspective and from a safety perspective. Ed said it depends, and noted that the intersection currently
meets Maine’s definition of a high-crash location: more than eight crashes within a 3-year period. Ed
stated that the intersection has had nine crashes within a 3-year period, and most are caused by left
turns. He said that both the signal and the roundabout would provide more opportunity for vehicles to
get through the intersection safely: a signal would reduce crashes by 25%; a roundabout by 60%. Bob
asked how a roundabout could be a good solution for a situation in which traffic is backed up, as some
years ago he was told that roundabouts fail in such a situation. Ed explained that the roundabout would
improve wait times for Route 27 traffic and improve safety overall. It would not improve traffic flow for
Route 1.
Ed reviewed the benefit-to-cost analysis results, noting that safety benefits are measured with dollar
amounts assigned to crashes in which no one is hurt (“fender bender”), crashes in which someone complains of injury, crashes in which someone sustains a minor injury, crashes in which someone sustains a
significant injury, and crashes in which someone is killed. He stated that most crashes at this intersection
are “fender benders.” Ed also noted that mobility benefits are calculated at $12 per vehicle hour.
Bob asked whether Route 1 southbound could be separated into two southbound lanes, including a
lane dedicated to right turns onto Route 27, because people waiting to turn from Route 27 onto Route 1
northbound cannot determine whether southbound traffic is through traffic or traffic turning onto Route
27, which delays Route 27 traffic by preventing vehicles from turning left. He asked whether the impact
of such a solution could be modeled.
Ed stated that the Route 1 southbound right-turn lane with an unsignalized scenario could be modeled
and might help. Doug noted that this seems like the lowest-cost option.
Don noted that, if mobility were the only criterion, then it seems obvious even without the study that the
loss of mobility on Route 1 will outweigh the improvement of mobility on Route 27, due to the higher
volume of traffic on Route 1. Gerry explained that MaineDOT looks at safety and mobility, and they
fund safety projects if the safety benefit is twice the cost. Thus, unfortunately, this intersection does not
meet the guidelines for safety projects.
Jeff noted that engineering judgment enters into decisions as well, explaining that dollar value is not the
only basis for decisions. He added that longer delays encourage drivers to take chances they should not
take, resulting in more crashes. Gerry offered to provide current crash data to the task force.
Jo asked whether most crashes occur on the Route 1 pathway. Ed stated that some occur on the Route 1
pathway, and some occur on the Route 27 approach.
Don Hudson expressed support for a stepped approach to making changes to the intersection. Carol
asked the Task Force whether that seemed to be a reasonable approach, and there was general agreement.
Amanda asked whether crossing guards would be redundant with signals. Ed explained that the farther
from the signal, the more traffic spreads out.
MaineDOT concluded that the analysis shows that it is not cost-effective to use either signals or a roundabout at this intersection but will examine the unsignalized right-turn lane option and report back.
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Parking Control
Gerry reviewed parking changes made several years ago, in which some (14) spaces were eliminated,
and parking went from 90 degrees to 60 degrees. He noted that Wiscasset retail merchants are strongly
opposed to additional changes at this time. Wiscasset is working on a plan to add additional parking in
the waterfront area.
Real-time Travel Delay Information
Gerry reviewed the pilot project and stated that the system worked well. The project was operational
from Aug. 28 (Thursday before Labor Day weekend) through Oct. 15. The sign was activated 3 times:
Aug. 28 for about two hours, Aug. 29 for three hours due to the Rte. 27 paving project, and September
16 for 1 hour and 40 minutes. He will be producing a report for the group in a few weeks.
Gerry noted that the CMS project located on Route 1 near the intersection with Route 27 intersection in
Edgecomb is under construction but may be delayed until next Spring. The sign is self-contained and
consists of a vehicle presence sensor which activates a warning sign about 1,500 feet north of the top of
the hill. The sign will warn Route 1 travelers of slow or stopped traffic on Route 1 beyond the large hill
and curve at Cross and Cochran Roads.
Gerry also described planned locations of the permanent traffic counting station and two permanent
web cam with radar installations.  The traffic counter and web cams are being installed now and will
be operational by the end of the month. The cams will signal the activation of the Changeable Message
Sign (CMS) on I-295 at the Brunswick exit beginning next spring. The camera images will be posted to
the MaineDOT website and delay information will be passed on to the www.511maine.gov road conditions web site as well. He noted that there is no plan to divert traffic to alternate routes, as there are none
within close proximity: the system is informational only.
Gerry also mentioned that one or more CMS signs may be considered to alert Route 1 southbound traffic
north of Edgecomb, but there are no good alternate routes available nearby. Doug expressed concern
about where signs would be located, as traffic could end up on secondary roads. Gerry stated that over
the winter MaineDOT will be talking with area communities about possible locations if more signs are
considered.
Carol asked whether the Task Force would want signs directing traffic on I-295 to use Exit 113 and
Rte. 3 if they are headed Belfast or east. Dave King stated that the Bath-Brunswick Chamber of Commerce would be opposed to any such signage. Don stated that the Wiscasset Transportation Committee
had supported such signs for years, but that MaineDOT and Bruce Ibarguen, state traffic engineer, has
opposed them. Norma stated that it is the Task Force’s duty to decide and state whether it is a good idea.
Bob made a motion that the Task Force support such signage. The motion was passed. MaineDOT will
work with communities and businesses to discuss putting this into effect, based on the Task Force recommendation.
Carol briefly reviewed the remaining recommendations. Most were either not feasible due to Maine
Historic Preservation Commission issues or not considered useful by the Task Force and MaineDOT.
However, several suggestions were made in terms of increasing ridesharing or car-pooling, and Carol
indicated that there is an existing Maine program – GoMaine – that administers ride share opportunities
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for Maine commuters. She asked whether there would be local interest in a “Go Maine” ride-share program and a park & ride lot. Task Force members agreed; Carol will make sure the appropriate contacts
are made with communities.
Tom Eichlar asked about the status of the pedestrian underpass (he had arrived late due to a pertinent
phone call), wondering whether it is possible to get a waiver on the ADA disability requirements. He
said that he asked the Federal Highway Commission and the Civil Rights Commission and was given
the name of Lisa McVey, whom he asked whether it would be possible to get a waiver. Tom said that she
told him about a “technical infeasibility option” and described the complex process of qualifying. Gerry
described how Bob’s project will look at waterfront and pedestrian issues, which will include a feasibility study for crossing. Gerry noted that it would be difficult to construct a stairway without narrowing Main Street and raising Maine Historic Preservation issues, and that the waterfront may be a more
suitable location. Carol added that the pilot on pedestrian crossing could be used as a basis for decisions
going forward.
Jeff noted that the “technically infeasible” category does not consider cost, and that he has not seen any
projects that were determined to be “technically infeasible regardless of cost.” Tom offered to pursue
this issue.
Pat asked where the crossing guard would be stationed so that pedestrians would not walk to the next
crosswalk. Carol noted that the pilot could include signage, such as “No jaywalking.” Dave stated that
human nature leads people to dart through traffic to avoid walking an additional 50 feet.
Carol stated that the next meeting will focus on the Route 218 interchange and will also look at ways to
move trucks through the area other than using Federal Street onto Rte. 1. She noted that these discussions could include only interested members rather than the entire task force if they so desired. Doug
stated that Alna will not support an interchange on Route 218. Pat expressed concerns about which
service roads might be used by trucks instead of Federal Street. Doug stated that earlier he took the opportunity to reach a fragile consensus, but that he could potentially withdraw Alna’s agreement based on
what happens with the Rte. 218 decision. Carol concluded that the Rte. 218 discussion must take place
at the Task force level and after some discussion of a possible date, indicated she would email possible
dates out to the Task Force to find the most convenient time. Task Force members indicated that they
would like to meet as soon as possible. (NOTE: Due to other priorities on this project, MaineDOT will
not be prepared for this meeting until later in November. Based on members’ availability, the meeting
has subsequently been scheduled for Tuesday, Dec. 9, 6:30 – 8:30, location TBD.)
Don recommended that the Task Force hear directly from Wiscasset’s safety people. Gerry said he has
represented their concerns in meeting notes. Carol suggested that Don review and amend Gerry’s notes
as necessary. Don noted that a written document is not as compelling as hearing directly from people.
Bob requested additional information on designating or redesignating roads as truck routes, and Gerry
agreed to provide this information prior to the next meeting.
The meeting ended at 8:34 pm.
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MIDCOAST BYPASS TASK FORCE MEETING
December 9, 2008
6:30 – 8:30 pm
Lincoln County Communications Room
AGENDA
Overview of Handouts				
MaineDOT Update				
Army Corps Submittal
      
      
Rte. 218 Options: Discussion and Vote
Next Meeting								
Public Comment
     

Carol Morris
Kat Fuller
Peter Kleskovic, Gerry Audibert
All
Carol
All
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Midcoast Bypass Task Force Meeting
December 9, 2008; 6:30-8:30 pm
Lincoln County Communications Conference Room
Attending: David King Sr., Woolwich; Bob Faunce, Lincoln County; Tom Eichler, Sheepscot Valley Conservation Assn; Don Jones, Wiscasset; Bill Curtis, Wiscasset; David Nichols, Wiscasset; David Bertran,
Westport Island; Doug Baston, Alna; Pat Hudson, Newcastle; Jo Cameron, Edgecomb; Dick Thomas,
Chewonki Foundation; Kat Fuller, MaineDOT; Gerry Audibert, MaineDOT; Ed Hanscom, MaineDOT;
Peter Kleskovic, FHWA; Carol Morris, Morris Communications.
The meeting began at 6:33 pm.
Handouts
Gerry handed out a revised report and reviewed the Action Items regarding Downtown Village Traffic
Management, noting that MaineDOT will talk to the Town of Wiscasset about hiring a crossing guard
and that MaineDOT will also talk to the communities and Chambers about the potential impact ofa sign
on I-295 directing travelers who are heading north of Belfast to take Exit 113 to Rte. 3. He also stated
that the bicycle/pedestrian path will be addressed as part of a study Bob Faunce is undertaking. A MaineDOT representative will be in contact with Wiscasset and other communities to discuss new potential
Park and Ride locations as well as publicizing these.
Carol said that she would be sending the revised matrix that details the actions taken and Task Force
position out to the TF with the minutes of tonight’s meeting. She asked the TF to make sure they were in
agreement with the document, and if not, to note that via email.
Gerry reviewed the Edgecomb Routes 1 and 27 crash summary.
Gerry stated that Bob’s suggestion of an island and northbound turning lane will be implemented; two
possible designs are being considered. It will go into the funding queue for possible implementation in
2009.
Gerry briefly described the changeable message sign final report, noting that he will be meeting with
stakeholders to determine at what speed the message would be posted. The plan is to make decisions in
February with a goal of implementing for peak tourist season.
Gerry stated that the application to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers was submitted on Dec. 8 and that
the cover letter states that N2A-1 remains the preferred route by MaineDOT and the communities. The
cover letter also notes that increased land acquisition costs could make the cost of all three remaining
alternatives the same. The cover letter and application was handed out.
Carol stated that anyone interested in receiving the full report that accompanied the application should
let her know. Dave suggested that each town should receive one copy. Tom Eichlar stated that SVCA
would like a copy as well, and Bob Faunce requested one for Lincoln County. It was decided that a copy
should be in all town offices (Boothbay Harbor, Boothbay, Edgecomb, Newcastle, Alna, Wiscasset,
Westport Island, Woolwich).
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MaineDOT Update
Kat Fuller stated that MaineDOT was ordered by the Governor to cut its budget by 10%. Based on projections, MaineDOT is $0.5 billion short for achieving all projects. She stated that the federal stimulus
package will focus on projects that are already fully planned and ready to build.
Kat stated that an aggressive bond request was submitted to the Governor, and if he approves it, it will
go to the Legislature and then to the voters. There is a placeholder in the budget that will allow MaineDOT to begin purchasing rights of way for the bypass. It is not known whether this placeholder will
survive the budget process.
Kat noted that MaineDOT does not have the funding needed to implement all existing projects, and they
will be making recommendations to the Legislature. Around the state, MaineDOT is talking to communities about priorities, particularly in terms of bypasses vs. maintenance needs. Kat suggested that
those present at the meeting could email her so that she can relay their input to legislators. Although the
Wiscasset project is high priority, it may be somewhat lower than similar projects with year-round impact. Carol will email all task force members, asking them to get their input to Kat. Kat’s understanding
of the federal stimulus dollars is that they will be used for construction of projects that are already fully
designed. It is expected that $60-300 million will come to Maine. Currently MaineDOT has $250 million in projects that are ready to go to construction bid immediately, in contrast to the Wiscasset bypass,
which is not yet designed. Federal funding of those projects could free up local dollars for projects like
the Wiscasset bypass. Individuals may wish to contact their congressional delegation regarding the need
for funding infrastructure in Maine.
Army Corps of Engineers Process and Timing
Gerry stated that the Army Corps of Engineers will determine the Least Environmentally Damaging
Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) and may hold a public meeting to solicit input. They will have a public
comment period. Gerry reviewed the Army Corps process, which has an overall timeframe of as much as
eight months.
Bob asked Carol to email task force members when the public comment period opens. As well, MaineDOT provided a mailing list of abutters, community members, and task force members, but it was noted
that some of the task force members have changed, so Carol will be sure to let the task force know.
Peter Kleskovic described the major significance of the LEDPA decision. He noted that the Army Corps
is not bound by the preferred alternative recommended by MaineDOT and the communities, and he
stated that during the public comment period, communities must make clear which alternative they are
supporting and why. He clarified the fact that the Army Corps is involved due to the major presence of
wetlands, not just the river.
Tom questioned the use of the word “vehemently” in the cover letter, and Jo Cameron said that it was
appropriate to describe the opinion of Edgecomb.
Bob asked whether there is an appeal process once the LEDPA decision is made. Kat stated that there is
no appeal process that she is aware of. Kat stated that the Army Corps will weigh all the data, and if they
make a decision that does not align with the public preference, they will thoroughly document the reason
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for that decision. She noted that Army Corps decisions are weighted to favor natural environment.
Carol asked whether the work done by the task force in soliciting public comment would make the Army
Corps less likely to hold a public hearing. The answer to this is unclear.
David Bertram asked what percentage of projects are decided against a MaineDOT recommendation,
and Kat replied that nearly all projects are approved in accordance with MaineDOT recommendations.
Rte. 218 Options
Carol presented a decision/discussion matrix for Route 218 options. She recommended that the task
force review it on an alternative-by-alternative basis and then vote on the preferred option.
Bob asked whether any of the options raise any safety concerns due to proximity of interchanges (between a proposed interchange at Rte. 218 and a proposed interchange at Rte. 27.) Ed Hanscom described
the federal ASHTO standards for interchange design. Peter noted that any time an access is added to a
road, a potential safety issue exists, but that if the design standards are followed, safety issues are minimized. Bob reiterated his concerns about the interchange. Peter noted that the proposed proximity of
entrance and exit would not be allowed on an interstate road but is allowable here due to the lower speed
limit. Doug Baston asked what the criteria are for overriding the ASHTO standards. Peter explained that
it is a weighing process with multiple criteria and engineering judgment. In general, FHWA and MaineDOT did not appear to believe the safety issue was of major significance.
Don stated that Wiscasset desires a full interchange at Rte. 218 and is in favor of either of the two options presented.
Peter noted that N2A-1 Alteranate Full would need to be built more expensively to be safe, to design
the on and off ramps at different elevations (“braided” interchange), thus the cost estimated may not be
accurate – it may be quite a bit higher, which would change the number of years required for payback
(years to recover cost).
David B. asked what the acceptable “payback period” is for the state. Ed stated that there is no specific
acceptable payback period. Don Jones stated that in other options MaineDOT has accepted payback
times of up to 34 years, and Ed agreed.
Carol and Don both noted concern on the insufficiency of the numbers presented.
Ed noted that the Oct. 23 memo is based on all traffic, and the Dec. 2 memo is based on truck traffic
only. Gerry stated that to legally close Federal St. in Wiscasset to trucks, Rte. 218 would have to be
posted as a truck route.
The Task Force reviewed the numbers presented on all full and half interchanges to make sure they understood MaineDOT’s assumptions.
Ed then put up the map of the non-interchange options and reviewed where each would go and what
kind of construction or changes would need to be made for implementation.
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Bob stood up and went to the front to review the map of the Inner Route and noted that it solves all of
the problems connected with emergency vehicle access as well as providing full access to the bypass
from both Rte. 218 and Rte. 27. Doug asked why its benefit assessment was so low, when it appears to
be a strong solution. Ed explained that because of the truck vs all-vehicle analysis, it was not really an
apples to apples comparison, but that MaineDOT felt the inner connector was a good option. Dave B.
noted that it was also relatively low cost at only $800,000. He stated that he thought it was a brilliant
solution.
David King noted that Woolwich has no stake in the Rte. 218 interchange, but stated that as a business
person he believes that N2A-1 should truly be a bypass and not an economic development corridor as
the Topsham connector has turned out to be.
Don requested that MaineDOT prepare a drawing that shows clearly how this interchange would work
as the sketch does not clearly show a full interchange. Doug noted that this solution could be constructed
in stages, first as a connector from Rte. 218 to Rte. 27 and then, if needed, as an interchange onto the bypass. He added his support to this solution because it has less impact on secondary development (development that is caused by building of new roads or intersections.) Don noted that towns still have control
over development through zoning.
David Nichols described Wiscasset’s current ordinance restricting truck traffic. Gerry noted the research
he had done on this, and said he was unaware that Wiscasset had an ordinance in place on this issue.
There was discussion of the legality of the ordinance, and it appears that in order to make the ordinance
legal in terms of transportation law, a public process would have had to be conducted, asking both affected residents and the trucking industry what their opinions are regarding the posting of Federal St.
MaineDOT would also have to approve the ordinance. The situtation is confusing, and Gerry will be in
touch with Wiscasset directly for clarification.
There was discussion of the safety issue behind the desire for a bypass; that is, the ability for emergency
vehicles (police, fire, ambulance) to have quick access off of Rte. 218 during peak traffic season.
Bob motioned that the task force support the inner route, and plan it to allow for a full interchange eventually. David seconded the motion. The inner route is defined as a connector between 27 and 218.
Don stated that he would like to see a complete design.
Doug suggested that the motion be amended to reflect this.
Dave N. stated he would like to see a drawing before he votes.
Bob noted that this is the last task force meeting.
David B. noted that this is a concept, and it was always understood that the designs would change and
develop over time.
Carol reminded everyone that the final design would also be subject to a public process.
David K. noted that the task force is voting on a concept, not on specifics, and that the motion should be
voted on.
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Carol suggested amended language to the motion:
Proposed: A connector road from Rte. 218 to Rte. 27 to be integrated with a full Route 27 bypass interchange.
Bob withdraw his earlier motion and proposed the new motion.
David B. seconded. Carol called for discussion.
Don called for an amendment to the motion to add: that will provide access to and from Rte. 218 north
and south on bypass.
The new motion read: A connector road from Rte. 218 to Rte. 27 to be integrated with a full Route 27
bypass interchange that will provide access to and from Rte. 218 north and south on bypass.
The motion passed with 10 in favor, one against.
David B. motioned that Ed Hanscom cannot retire from MaineDOT until the bypass is built.
The Task Force voted unanimously in favor.
Carol reiterated that everyone would be receiving notice from her over the next months regarding the
Army Corps process.
The meeting ended at 8:40 pm.
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Appendix B
Comments to
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
and MaineDOT Response

Responses to Substantive Comments Received on the

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
and Section 4(f) Evaluation

Wiscasset and Edgecomb, Lincoln County, ME
FHWA-ME-EIS-07-01-D
MaineDOT Project Identification Number: 007991.00
June 2009

Federal Highway
Administration

Responses to Substantive Comments
on the DEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation
Responses to Substantive
Comments Received on the
DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
Under the CEQ’s regulations implementing NEPA (40 CFR Part 1503.1), an
agency that publishes a DEIS is required
to:
•

•

Obtain the comments of Federal
agencies with jurisdiction by law or
special expertise, and
Request comments from:
xx Agencies at all levels of government authorized to develop and
enforce environmental standards;
xx Indian tribes, when the effects
may be on a reservation;
xx an agency that has requested
EISs on actions of the kind proposed and;
xx the public, including actively soliciting comments from those
persons or organizations that
may be interested or affected.

Comments received can range from
statements of support for, or opposition
to, an agency’s proposed action to detailed
critiques of the DEIS’s analyses and suggestions for new alternatives. Comments
might identify factual errors, omissions,
areas of controversy, and provide new information.

An agency’s focus in preparing the FEIS
is the consideration of and responses to
these comments. The comment-response
process includes all steps from receipt and
consideration of comments through the
preparation of responses and any needed revisions to the EIS. An agency cannot
complete the NEPA process until it has
considered and responded to comments
on the DEIS in the FEIS. The commentresponse process is intended to help make
better and more informed decisions.
The MaineDOT and FHWA announced
the availability of the Wiscasset Route
1 Corridor Study DEIS / Section 4(f )
Evaluation on October 26, 2007. A 60-day
comment period immediately followed,
during which the MaineDOT and FHWA
invited Federal, State and local agencies,
organizations and individual to submit
comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f )
Evaluation. The MaineDOT and FHWA
received 40 comment letters (some with
attachments), 31 comment forms (some
with attachments), 75 comment e-mails
and 1 petition.
The attachments submitted with comment letters and forms have been reviewed and considered by the MaineDOT
and the FHWA. The attachments remain
on-file and are part of the administrative
record for this study. Due to their length,
they have not been reproduced herein.
Three public hearings were held at
Edgecomb Town Hall on November 29,

2007 and December 1, 2007, and the
Wiscasset Middle School on December
4, 2007. Nineteen attendees offered substantive comments during the first meeting, four commented during the second,
and 25 during the third.
Four informational meetings were held
at Boothbay Peninsula on November
15, 2007, Wiscasset Senior Center on
November 28, 2007, Westport Island
Town Hall on December 6, 2007, and the
Alna Fire House on December 17, 2007.
Four attendees offered substantive comments during the first meeting, eight commented during the second, two during the
third, and five during the fourth meeting.
The public comment period on the
DEIS/Section 4(f ) Evaluation closed on
December 21, 2007.
The requirements for responding to
comments received on DEISs are contained in 40 CFR 1503.4.
The comments received were reviewed
and substantive comments were identified and assigned each a unique tracking
number (exhibit 1). Due to the number
and similarity of some comments, similar
comments were grouped together and responded to collectively (exhibit 2).

Revised June, 2009

What is a Substantive Comment?
A substantive comment is one which suggests the modification of an
alternative, suggests the development and evaluation of an alternative not
previously considered, supplements, improves or modifies analyses, or corrects
a factual error.

40 CFR 1503.4: Response to Comments
A. An agency preparing a final environmental impact statement shall assess
and consider comments both individually and collectively, and shall
respond by one or more of the means listed below, stating its response in
the final statement. Possible responses are to:
1. Modify alternatives including the proposed action.
2. Develop and evaluate alternatives not previously given serious
consideration by the agency.
3. Supplement, improve, or modify its analyses.
4. Make factual corrections.
5. Explain why the comments do not warrant further agency response,
citing the sources, authorities, or reasons which support the
agency’s position and, if appropriate, indicate those circumstances
which would trigger agency reappraisal or further response.
B. All substantive comments received on the draft statement (or summaries
thereof where the response has been exceptionally voluminous), should be
attached to the final statement whether or not the comment is thought to
merit individual discussion by the agency in the text of the statement.
C. If changes in response to comments are minor and are confined to the
responses described in paragraphs (a)(4) and (5) of this section, agencies
may write them on errata sheets and attach them to the statement instead
of rewriting the draft statement. In such cases only the comments, the
responses, and the changes and not the final statement need be circulated
(Sec. 1502.19). The entire document with a new cover sheet shall be filed as
the final statement.
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Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
Exhibit 1 – Summary of Substantive Comments
Agencies / Organizations

Comments

Federal Agencies
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Robert Varney,
Regional Administrator

1.1
1.2
1.3
1.4
1.5
1.6
1.7
1.8

Eelgrass: survey needs to be done
Vernal pools: It appears that making small changes to the alternative alignments could avoid some of the direct impacts to vernal pools, but it is difficult to tell from the maps and
other information provided. This possibility should be explored in more detail in the FEIS along with bridging options to allow for the passage of amphibians and other wildlife that
utilize the vernal pools.
Mitigation: EPA recommends that the search for appropriate compensatory mitigation for the project also include the following: protection of vernal pools and non-breeding
habitat; creation and/or restoration of vernal pools as part of land protection; restoration of wetlands in areas that are also being considered for long term protection; and protection
of upland corridors along the Sheepscot River and tributaries that flow to it.
Secondary impacts: First, we are concerned that the analysis underestimates the potential for growth because of the assumption that induced growth impacts from the bypass
will be limited to areas within 1,000 feet of interchanges and intersections. The basis for this assumption should be explained since guidance has been developed elsewhere that
recommends larger study areas. Second, the analysis is based on unsupported assumptions about the magnitude and types of predicted growth
Secondary impacts: There is no assessment of the secondary environmental impacts of predicted induced growth.
Cumulative impacts: The cumulative impacts analysis states that residential and commercial development would likely continue to occur within the region at the same rate and with
the same characteristics with implementation of either No-Build or one of the Build alternatives. The basis for this assertion is not provided.
Stormwater runoff: DEIS is missing discussion or quantification of the increase in stormwater volume and pollutant load, post construction, from increased stormwater runoff.
Construction impacts: EPA recommends that measures be implemented to reduce fine particle emissions emitted from diesel engines during construction. The FEIS should identify
the construction mitigation measures MEDOT is committed to implement.

U.S. Federal Aviation Administration
Amy Corbitt,
Regional Administrator

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

U.S. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
(for National Marine Fisheries Service)
Rodney Weiher,
NOAA NEPA Coordinator

2.1

US Army Corps of Engineers
Jay Clement (for Frank Del Giudice),
Chief, Permits & Enforcement Section, Regulatory Division
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2.5
2.6
2.7
2.8
2.9
2.10
2.11

Bridge impacts: Recommend that more site-specific information be incorporated into the final EIS to support the engineering analysis of feasible pier numbers and span lengths
including effects of the bridge piers on hydrology, sedimentation and erosion in the Sheepscot River and the impacts on the wetland resources from each of the bridge alignment
alternatives.
Eelgrass: survey needs to be done
Bridge pier work window discrepancies: several variations, needs to be clarified (recommends November 8 to April 9)
Aquatic mitigation: Although preservation can be a useful means of offsetting adverse impacts in certain circumstances, it does not achieve the goal of ‘no net loss’. NMFS generally
encourages the use of restoration focused projects, such as the removal of tidal restrictions, when considering compensatory mitigation opportunities.
National Geodetic Survey markers: any potential disturbance of control markers requires 90 day advance notice to NGS
Essential Fish Habitat Assessment: needs to be prepared and included in document
Section 7 Endangered Species Act: due to probable impacts, formal consultation needs to be initiated and noted in document
Section 7 Endangered Species Act: Atlantic salmon and shortnose sturgeon are actually listed as endangered, not threatened as noted on page 49 in document
Section 7 Endangered Species Act: remove text regarding endangered fish becoming acclimatized to changes in the Sheepscot River, as statement not supported at this time
Section 7 Endangered Species Act: in Appendix B and section 3.2.4.2.1 Atlantic Salmon, note that NMFS shares responsibility under ESA with US Fish and Wildlife Service
Construction impacts: in Appendix B, include sedimentation, fill, and any excavation activities as major considerations in addition to noted noise impacts

3.1
3.2
3.3
3.4
3.5
3.6
3.7
3.8
3.9
3.10
3.11
3.12
3.13
3.14

Regulations: reference Fish & Wildlife Coordination Act
Regulations: reference Section 9 of Rivers and Harbors Act as US Coast Guard has jurisdiction over bridging navigable waters
TSM/TDM: verify other potential improvements short of the build alternatives have been fully examined
Engineering: Are the proposed side slopes true 4:1 slopes or are they a hinged design to minimize impacts?
Section 7 Endangered Species Act: another nearby project noted an Atlantic sturgeon issue recheck with DMR and NMFS to see if needs to be included
Vernal pools: It is unclear whether the vernal pools identified by aerial survey were then field verified.
Vernal pools: quantify percent loss of forested cover around the vernal pools
Bridge impacts: address bridge shading impacts
Displacements: improve analysis to include impact on aquaculture operation
Visual/Aesthetic impacts: quantify visual and aesthetic impacts; assess visual and aesthetic impact of navigational and/or street lighting needed for bridge alternatives
Secondary impacts: assess impacts of projected development within 1000’ of new interchanges on natural resources
Cumulative impacts: include effect of multiple developments and multiple Corps permit actions in region
Cumulative impacts: include better information of known/anticipated development in area
Bridge impacts: clarify potential rebuilding/removal of Davey Bridge

2.2
2.3
2.4
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Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

Exhibit 1 – Summary of Substantive Comments (continued)
Agencies / Organizations

Comments

US Army Corps of Engineers
Jay Clement (for Frank Del Giudice),
Chief, Permits & Enforcement Section, Regulatory Division
(continued)

3.15
3.16
3.17
3.18
3.19
3.20
3.21
3.22
3.23

US Fish and Wildlife Service
Lori Nordstrom,
Field Supervisor

4.1
4.2
4.3
4.4
4.5
4.6
4.7
4.8
4.9
4.10
4.11
4.12
4.13
4.14

4.15
4.16
4.17
4.18
4.19
4.20
4.21
4.22
4.23

Aquatic mitigation: examine further, acknowledge agency preferences
Distribution List: 28 State House Station is not part of USACE address
Environmental impacts: include matrix that covers all - instead of selected - natural resource impacts
Bridge impacts: The Corps remains concerned that the full scope of secondary impacts from the long bridge has not been addressed. For example, what will be the indirect impact
of shading, sedimentation, and scour on benthic resources and known or potential eelgrass beds; what will be the visual impact to the community, particularly if we assume that the
Davey Bridge is never removed; and what will be the water quality impacts from bridge/road runoff?
Navigation: The EIS should specifically address navigation, either in these sections or in a separate section.
Navigation: Note Edgecomb’s Special Anchorage designation by USCG
Displacements: include on-going aquaculture in discussion
Navigation: The EIS should also note Wiscasset’s plans for accommodating small coastal cruise ships and potentially developing a terminal facility just north of the Davey Bridge.
Navigation: Discuss potential impact to existing and potential navigational use in the river, particularly for the bridge elements of the various alternatives.
USACE Basic Project Purpose Statement: should reference Highway Methodology text and July 7, 2000 letter providing the determination of the statement
Gateway 1 project: need to mention if/how will be used in NEPA process
Section 7 Endangered Species Act: consultation process needs to be noted in document
Environmental impacts: acknowledge agency concern about forest habitat fragmentation and wetland impact resulting from longer bypasses
Regulations: Suggest also mention NEPA regulations, at Section 1502.14, require that the no action (or no build) alternative must be evaluated in the alternatives analysis of an EIS.
Streams: It would be useful (particularly for the evaluation of project impacts in Chapter 4) to include a ‘best professional judgment’ regarding the fish species likely to use each
stream based on the habitat type(s) present and knowledge of other similar streams in the general vicinity.
Section 7 Endangered Species Act: Atlantic salmon and shortnose sturgeon are actually listed as endangered, not threatened as noted on page 49 in document
Eelgrass: survey needs to be done
Vernal pools: Exhibit 3.12 and 3.13 should have same numbering system
Section 7 Endangered Species Act: in Appendix B and section 3.2.4.2.1 Atlantic Salmon, note that NMFS shares responsibility with US Fish and Wildlife Service
Maine Coast Heritage Trust: impact analysis of this privately owned conservation area needs discussed
Streams: We encourage MEDOT to consider the use of open bottom arches at stream crossings to maintain a natural stream bottom through the crossing area and to minimize
impacts on the passage of aquatic life including fish, amphibians and reptiles, and mammals.
Wetlands: This discussion should either be expanded to include how wetland functions and values would be impacted by the various build alternatives or clarify that these wetlands
to not service any functions or values besides wildlife habitat.
Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: The discussion of impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitat seems inappropriately limited to how wildlife habitat would be impacted (i.e., lost by the
various alternatives. Although direct habitat loss is an important consequence to be considered, new roads usually have other consequences for wildlife including disruption of
travel corridors, mortality from vehicle collisions, and chemical contamination of wetlands and other habitats. While some of these issues are briefly touched on in this section, the
discussion of impacts should be broadened to more thoroughly evaluate problem impacts to wildlife and their habitats.
Vernal pools: The types of impacts to vernal pools should be expanded to include not only filling or alternation of ‘dispersal’ habitat (which is often referred to in terms of juveniles
leaving a pool and dispersing to nearby forested habitat) but forested habitat (including both wetland and upland) in general where both newly metamorphosed juveniles and adult
amphibians spend the bulk of their lives.
Vernal pools: The third paragraph [4.2.3.1.3] should be modified to note that vernal pool amphibians live in habitats other than vernal pools for most of their lives (i.e., forest habitat).
Vernal pools: expand impact analysis to include increased amphibian mortality caused by roads
Vernal pools: although context of 250’ amphibian dispersal is included, the 700’ distance is not and it may be more useful to use 750 feet, since federal regulatory and resource
agencies in Maine often use the guidelines found in Calhoun and Klemens (2002), which are based on consideration of habitat within a 750 foot radius of a vernal pool.
Vernal pools: The discussion of impacts to vernal pools, particularly to the ‘dispersal’ habitat around the pools needs to be clarified. For example, it is unclear specifically what the
impact is to 23 acres to ‘dispersal’ habitat around vernal pools along the N2/N8c alternative (exhibit 4.0).
Vernal pools: The DEIS refers to ‘blocking passage’ for dispersing amphibians. Does the 23 acres represent direct loss of forest habitat by conversion to new roadway, or does the
impact include conversion of forested habitat to non-forested habitat?
Vernal pools: Are there fragmentation impacts where blocks of forest habitat would be separated by a new road?
Vernal pools: The addition of new exhibits that show small sections of relevant road alternatives in relationship to vernal pools and existing forested habitat might be useful for better
discussing impacts to vernal pools and the wildlife species that inhabit them (particularly vernal pool breeding amphibians.
Habitats of Wildlife Management Concern: expand impact analysis beyond the 100 acre undeveloped habitat blocks to include smaller types of wildlife habitat that currently exist in
and around existing development.
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Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
Exhibit 1 – Summary of Substantive Comments (continued)
Agencies / Organizations

Comments

US Fish and Wildlife Service
Lori Nordstrom,
Field Supervisor
(continued)

4.24
4.25
4.26
4.27
4.28
4.29
4.30
4.31
4.32
4.33
4.34
4.35

US Department of the Interior (for National Park Service and US Geologic
Survey)
Willie Taylor,
Director, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance

5.1
5.2
5.3
5.4
5.5

Habitats of Wildlife Management Concern: expand impact analysis using site-specific project-related wildlife field studies and discuss likely wildlife impacts for undeveloped blocks,
forest blocks, and grassland blocks by linking the analysis to some of the wildlife species predicted to be found in the study area (Exhibit 3.9) and including other types of wildlife
habitat present in the study area.
Habitats of Wildlife Management Concern: The discussion of impacts to the Lower Sheepscot River Focus Area (page 95) lacks specific discussion of how the alternatives would affect
wildlife habitat offered in this state-identified focus area.
Section 7 Endangered Species Act: The second sentence [4.2.4.2] should be modified to state that the MEDOT has only been granted authority by FHWA to conduct informal Section
7 consultations under the ESA. If a formal Section 7 consultation is necessary for this project, that consultation would be directly between FHWA and the Service (or the National
Marine Fisheries Service).
Construction impacts: It is not clear why the discussion of impacts to wildlife from construction activities is limited to only work done in forested areas.
Cumulative impacts: Exhibit 4.38 lists the 2005 conversion of the Sheepscot River Inn and Restaurant in condominiums but does not give any specific impacts to surface waters or
aquatic habitat.
Mitigation: We strongly encourage MEDOT and FHWA to closely coordinate with state and federal permitting and natural resource agencies early in the development of this
compensation plan to ensure that proposed impacts are sufficiently compensated for.
Mitigation: The DEIS does not discuss any identified opportunities for compensation of impacts to freshwater wetlands.
Mitigation: explain that wildlife passage structures are not sufficient mitigation for impacts to habitat blocks as outright loss and fragmentation cannot be mitigated, and expand this
discussion to include a broader consideration of potential mitigation measures.
Section 7 Endangered Species Act: A description of the physical extent of the Gulf of Maine Distinct Population Segment should be revised to read: ‘The GOM DPS encompasses all
naturally reproducing remnant populations of Atlantic salmon downstream of the former Edwards Dam site on the Kennebec River northward to the mouth of the St. Croix River.’
Section 7 Endangered Species Act: Page 2 indicates that informal consultation was ‘reinitiated on December 22, 2005.’ Technically, informal consultation was never concluded
previously and was still in progress in December 2005.
Bridge pier work window discrepancies: several variations in document; suggest November 8 through April 9.
Section 7 Endangered Species Act: Page 2 [of Appendix B] should be revised to reflect that mapping of Atlantic salmon habitat is a joint effort between Maine Department of Marine
Resources and the Service.
Section 4(f ) Evaluation: bullets items on pages 121 and 150 are inconsistent
Section 4(f ) Evaluation: exhibit 4.39 should include tree planting at 16 Bradford Road and bulleted items from revised exhibits on pages 121 and 150
Internet links: There is a discussion regarding the Maine Cap Analysis Program (GAP). It may be beneficial to provide the public with the internet link for this information at:
http://gapanalysis.nbii.gov/portal/server.pt?open+512&objID=207&PageID=0&cached=true&mode=2&userID=2
References: The Cowardin reference (page 153) should be cited as follows, and the correct link is included below: Cowardin, L.M., V. Cater, F.C. Golet, E.T. LaRoe. 1979. Classification of
wetlands and deepwater habitats of the United States. U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Washington D.C. Jamestown, ND: Northern Prairie Wildlife Research
Center Online. http://www.npwrc.usgs.gov/resource/wetlands/classwet/index.htm (Version 04DEC1998)
Internet links: The link for the Maine Cooperative Fish and Wildlife Research Unit on page 154 is not valid. It is suggested that one of these links be used instead: http://www.wle.
umaine.edu/Coop_Unit/Annual%20Reports/unit%20report%202001.pdf or http://www.umaine.edu/MIAL/products.htm

State Agencies
No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation
Regional and Local Entities
Alna Planning Board
Douglas Baston,
Chairman

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Boothbay Information Center
David Dudley,
President

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Edgecomb Board of Selectmen
John Johnson and Joanna Cameron,
Selectmen

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Newcastle Board of Selectmen
Ellen McFarland, Robert Flourde, Frank Juchnik, Lee Straw and
Patricia Hudson,
Selectmen

6.1
6.2
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Road access: alternatives would close Cochran Road access to Route 1
TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives
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Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
Exhibit 1 – Summary of Substantive Comments (continued)
Agencies / Organizations

Comments

Westport Island Board of Selectmen
George Richardson, Jr, Brenda Bonyun and Jack Swanton,
Selectmen

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Wiscasset Transportation Committee
Donald Jones,
Chairman

7.1
7.2
7.3
7.4
7.5
7.6
7.7
7.8

Interchanges: expand analysis of interchange alternatives
Interchanges: full interchange between bypass and Route 27/Gardiner Road
Road access: explain why there is no access between bypass and Route 218
Bypass location: have serious safety concerns regarding bypass so close to school
Noise: question why analysis has concluded mitigation is not required
Damariscotta bypass: why have business benefits derived from this bypass not been included in document?
Bridges: maintenance costs not included, thus skewing costs for alternatives with long bridges
Bike path: request this to be extended across river to Edgecomb, rather than be stopped in Wiscasset

Wiscasset Board of Selectmen
Duane Goud, David Nichols, Nicole Viele and William Curtis,
Selectmen

8.1
8.2
8.3
8.4
8.5
8.6

Bypass termini: should start at intersection of Route 144 (Old Ferry Road) and Route 1
Bypass location: have serious safety concerns regarding bypass so close to school
Interchanges: full interchanges between bypass and Gardiner Road, Old Bath Road, and Route 218
Emergency: include emergency crossover lanes every 1.5 - 2.0 miles
Bypass termini: starts too close to village
Community economic impacts: expand impact analysis to include potential loss of tax revenue, home investment, commerce, loss of jobs, population shift away from Wiscasset due
to bypass

Arthur Faucher,
Wiscasset Town Manager

9.1
9.2

Bypass termini: should start at Woolwich town line
Bypass location: have serious safety concerns regarding bypass so close to school

Interest Groups and Other Groups
Friends of Coastal Preservation
Morton Mendes,
Treasurer

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Friends of Midcoast Maine
Jane Lafleur,
Executive Director

10.1

Gateway 1 project: need to consult with steering committee for discussion and consultation

Historic New England
Wendy Price,
Historic Preservation Team Leader

11.1
11.2

Section 4(f )/Section 106: expand impact analysis to focus on noise and vibration impacts during construction near Castle Tucker property at 2 Lee street
Section 4(f )/Section 106: expand impact analysis to address adverse effects on Wiscasset Historic District, Sortwell Farm, 16 Bradford Road historic property, and Sheepscot river
bridge

Ice Pond, Inc.
Douglas Fitts and Bret Benway,
Owners of Clark’s Point

12.1
12.2
12.3
12.4
12.5
12.6
12.7
12.8
12.9
12.10

Maine Coast Heritage Trust: impact analysis of this privately owned conservation area needs to be discussed
Maine Coast Heritage Trust: impact analysis of this privately owned conservation area needs to be discussed
Clark’s Point right of way: Mike Danforth of MaineDOT expressed problems performing this right of way analysis on the property
Residential/commercial displacements: inaccurate totals are given regarding homes displaced by alternatives on Clark’s Point property
Residential/commercial displacements: inaccurate totals are given regarding businesses displaced by alternatives (not considering Clark’s Point development is a business)
Clark’s Point right of way: inaccurate cost totals are given regarding right of way acquisition through Clark’s Point
Maine Coast Heritage Trust: impact analysis of this privately owned conservation area needs to be discussed
Clark’s Point right of way: inaccurate statement noting subdivision was planned and designed to reserve space for N2/N2a/N2h
Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: expand impact analysis to address Tidal Waterfowl/Wading Bird Habitat near Clark’s Point
Maine Coast Heritage Trust: impact analysis of this privately owned conservation area needs to be discussed

Route One Alternative Decisions
Morisson Bonpasse and Frank Risell,
Co-chairmen

13.1
13.2

Bridge impacts: clarify potential rebuilding/removal of Davey Bridge
TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Save Edgecomb’s Rural Community
Andy Abello,
President

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation
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Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
Exhibit 1 – Summary of Substantive Comments (continued)
Individuals

Location

Comment

Ed Anspach

Boothbay

14.1

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Olivia Atherton

Newcastle

15.1
15.2

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives
Interchanges: incorporating interchanges in the Edgecomb area will create dangerous traffic conditions

Frank Barnake

Wiscasset

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Donna and Frank Barnako

Wiscasset

16.1

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Nicholas Barth

Boothbay

17.1

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Larry Beidel

Edgecomb

18.1

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Christopher Belknap

Edgecomb

19.1
19.2
19.3

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives
Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: Bald Eagle nest construction in area near N2/N2h/N2f1 and river
Englebrekt Road impacts: much of cultural and natural resources in this area are underreported, e.g. houses, neighborhoods, wells, ponds, historic houses, prehistoric and historic
sites

Rob Bickford

Wiscasset

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Dan and Zoe Bigley

Wiscasset

20.1

Creighton Blenkhorn

Wiscasset

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Justine Blenkhorn

Wiscasset

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Morrison Bonpasse

Newcastle

21.1
21.2
21.3
21.4

Thomas Boudin
Ron Brann
Jamie Brinkler

Edgecomb

21.5

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives
Environmental impacts: expand impact analysis to include asphalt’s effects on global warming and how removal of trees directly impacts carbon dioxide absorption and shade
Residential/commercial displacements: expand impact analysis to include loss of tax revenue due to displacements
In the analysis of vehicle speed and time traveled, the impact of doubling, for two ‘Build’ routes, the traveling distance from the NAPA Auto Parts store to Route 27 in Edgecomb is not
explained. A vehicle traveling between those two points would have to drive twice as fast, using twice the amount of fuel.
Bridge impacts: clarify potential rebuilding/removal of Davey Bridge

22.1

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Boothbay Harbor

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Round Pond

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Nigel Calder

MD

23.1

23.6
23.7

Traffic impact analysis: The two summary charts - Exhibit S.5 on page s7 and Exhibit 2.33 on page 42 (which are the same chart), are misleading to the point of unintentionally
falsifying the information found in the body of the report.
Traffic impact analysis: Higher volume [traffic] numbers would have a significant impact on the ‘livability’ factor in Wiscasset. The DEIS needs to reflect this if the midcoast Region, and
Wiscasset people in particular, are to fully grasp the implications of the different choices.
Traffic impact analysis: In terms of summertime traffic, the DEIS does not bring out clearly the radical reduction in traffic within Wiscasset that N2/N8c will bring about as compared to
all the other alternatives. The DEIS needs to be strengthened to reflect this.
Traffic diversion: VMT and VHT are misleading if used as a way to choose an alternative; analyzing traffic diversion would be a more appropriate, and the results should be shown on
Exhibits S.5 and 2.33.
Traffic diversion: The DEIS needs to clearly state, and answer, the following four questions: What is the relative efficiency in 2030 in capturing the SADT divertable traffic? What will be
the residual SADT through Main Street and over Davey Bridge in 2030? In what year will the residual SADT through Main Street and over Davey Bridge return to 1980 levels? What will
be the effect the rest of the year?
Using ‘excess material’ as the metric for ‘constructability’ is seriously misleading.
Bridges: save money on alternatives by permanently closing railway bridge across Sheepscot River allowing alternative bridges to be lower and cheaper

24.1
24.2
24.3
24.4
24.5
24.6

Davis Island: development has changed character of area and potential impacts since DEIS completed
Distribution list: Frank Perkins is no longer an Edgecomb Selectman; the new person is John Johnson
Distribution list: do not use 803 Boothbay Road as address for Town Hall; use P.O. Box 139 instead
Distribution list: put asterisk by Chief Johnston’s name instead
Distribution list: Amanda Russell is no longer on Planning Board
Wiscasset is never described as the county seat of Lincoln County

23.2
23.3
23.4
23.5

Joanna Cameron

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives (including back way as described in December 14, 2007 letter)

Edgecomb
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Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
Exhibit 1 – Summary of Substantive Comments (continued)
Individuals

Location

Comment

Bertrum Campbell 1

Wiscasset

25.1
25.2
25.3

Congestion: congestion is only a problem during summer months
Traffic diversion: All of the proposed by-pass routes present a dramatically longer driving distance as compared to the current Rt. 1 path. If any of the current by-pass options were
built, the annual traffic volume on the current Rt. 1 path would be significantly higher than any of the options.
TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives
TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives (moving, buying out businesses)

Bertrum Campbell 2 and
Jonathan Campbell

Wiscasset

26.1

Bertrum Campbell 3

Wiscasset

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Sharon Campbell

Wiscasset

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Boothbay Harbor

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Sue Chambers

South Bristol

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Richard Chutter 1 and 3

Round Pond

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Richard Chutter 2

Round Pond

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Clifton Cane

John Connolly

Edgecomb

27.1

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Bill Crocker

Damariscotta

28.1

Bypass termini: need coastal interstate from Brunswick to Ellsworth

Jean Cucci

Edgecomb

29.1
29.2

Congestion: congestion is only a problem during summer months
TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

John Dexter, Jr.

Edgecomb

30.1

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Diane Eacobacci

Edgecomb

31.1
31.2
31.3

Congestion: congestion is only a problem during summer months
Noise: question why analysis has concluded mitigation is not required
Englebrekt Road impacts: question why area considered linear development instead of neighborhood

A. Ross Edwards

Boothbay

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Eleanor Eide

Edgecomb

32.1
32.2

Kenneth Eldred

East Boothbay

Davis Island: development has changed character of area and potential impacts since DEIS completed
Bypass termini: should connect at intersection of Boothbay Road

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Roy Farmer

Wiscasset

33.1
33.2
33.3

Bypass termini: start bypass at Birch Point Road
Bypass location: have serious safety concerns regarding bypass so close to school
Bypass termini: should start at Birch Point Road, cross Route 27 just before the Foye Road, crossed the Sheepscot River north of the railroad bridge, rejoin Route 1 just before the
Pioneer Motel in Edgecomb, and then rejoin Route 27

Robert Faunce

Lewiston

34.1

Noise: consider using noise mitigation even if above and beyond that which is required

Ralph Ferguson

Newcastle

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Douglass Fitts

Wiscasset

35.1

Lois Foye

Wiscasset

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Paul Gagnon

Edgecomb

36.1
36.2

James George

Wiscasset

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Robert Jorman

Waldoboro

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Michael Grindell

Wiscasset

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Richard Grondin

Wiscasset

37.1

Jeffery Hinderliter

Wiscasset

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Norman Hochgraf

Bristol

38.1

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Maureen Hoffman

Newcastle

39.1

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Dorothy Holbrook

Wiscasset

40.1

Bypass termini: should start at southern end of Old Bath Road, then farther out away from village

Clark’s Point: proposed northern alternatives will destroy the Clark’s Point subdivision as planned
Englebrekt Road impacts: subdivision and historic house at 105 Englebrekt Road not noted in DEIS
TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Interchanges: full interchange between bypass and Route 27/Gardiner Road
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Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
Exhibit 1 – Summary of Substantive Comments (continued)
Individuals
William Hopkins

Location
Westport Island

Comment
No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

James Horan

Wiscasset

41.1

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Jim Hudson

Newcastle

42.1

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Patricia Hudson

Newcastle

43.1

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Michael Jaffe
Robert Jeremiah
Robert John
Byron Johnson

CA
Edgecomb
Round Pond
Edgecomb

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation
44.1

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation
45.1
45.2
45.3
45.4

Exhibit 1.7 on page 5: This indicates a free flow traffic speed of 47 mph except early afternoon in two months. The speed limit through much of village is substantially less than that,
and my impression is that traffic speed is less than that year round.
Exhibit 2.9 on page 27: Although presented as a feature of No build, it is also described but not shown as part of N2/N8c.
Exhibits 2.14 on page 30 and 2.18 on page 32: should include appropriate left and right turn lanes at high volume tee intersection where the existing Route 1 on Davis Island would
connect to N2/N8c
Section 3.3.3.3 on page 46 and exhibit 3.4: Wiscasset water now extends to Davis Island, and at least one of the public wells is no longer needed; there are numerous existing private
wells (assume one per parcel) on Davis Island and in the Englebrekt Road neighborhood

Donald Jones 1

Wiscasset

46.1
46.2

Interchanges: expand alternative analysis and impact analysis of interchanges, especially one between bypass and Route 27
Bridges: maintenance costs not included, thus skewing costs for alternatives with long bridges

Donald Jones 2

Wiscasset

47.1

Interchanges: redesign bypass interchange at Route 27/Gardiner Road; length of on ramp too long and impacts village

Donald Jones 3

Wiscasset

48.1

Traffic diversion analysis: question basic assumptions of this analysis; request MaineDOT get second opinion via independent traffic-engineering firm

Donald Jones 4

Wiscasset

49.1
49.2

Traffic diversion analysis: question basic assumptions of this analysis; request MaineDOT get second opinion via independent traffic-engineering firm
Section 4(f )/Section 106: Sheepscot River Railroad Bridge will be adversely affected by alternative N2/N2h

Rose Jordan

Newcastle

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Portland

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Paul Kalenian
Frank and Barbara King

Nobelboro

50.1

[illegible] C. Latham 1 and
2 (copies)

New Harbor

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Anne Leslie

Wiscasset

51.1

Visual impact: design bypass as a parkway with planting, sound protection and controlled lighting

Seaver Leslie

Wiscasset

52.1
52.2
52.3

Bypass location: why can’t alternatives include a bridge south of Wiscasset like the one in Bath
Visual impact: design bypass as a parkway with planting, sound protection and controlled lighting
TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Dennis Louwers

Wiscasset

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Kevin Mattson

Winthrop

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

John Matzke

Wiscasset

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Keith McLeod

Wiscasset

53.1
53.2
53.3

Bypass termini: start further south
Bypass location: have serious safety concerns regarding bypass so close to school
Bypass location: N3 route was discarded for reasons that don’t appear to be included in document

James McQuaide

Edgecomb

54.1
54.2

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives
Bike path: request this to be extended across river to Edgecomb, rather than be stopped in Wiscasset

Aaron Miller

Rockland

55.1

Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: explain discrepancy - on page 58 DEIS states grassland supports bird species such as bobolink, meadowlark, savannah sparrow, and two state-listed
species: the grasshopper sparrow (state-endangered) and the upland sandpiper (state-threatened); on page 60 document states according to the state’s Department of Inland
Fisheries and Wildlife, no species in the Maine Endangered Species Act are known to occur in this area

Gerald Miller

Nobleboro

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Harvey Moody

Nobleboro

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

MaryAnn Moore

Edgecomb

56.1
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Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
Exhibit 1 – Summary of Substantive Comments (continued)
Individuals

Location

Comment

Paul and Sharon Mrozinski

Wiscasset

57.1
57.2

Thomas Nadeau 1 and 2

Wiscasset

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Thomas Nadeau 3

Wiscasset

58.1

Residential/commercial displacements: an optician or optical shop does not exist in village, but rather an optometrist office

Carolyn Hess and Joseph
Nania

Edgecomb

59.1

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives.

Robert Nelson

Newcastle

60.1

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Catherine Norton

Edgecomb

61.1

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Traffic impact analysis: document does not mention increase in year-round truck and automobile traffic and its impact on the village
Section 4(f )/Section 106: need to switch positions at location in document - section s.2.6 has Sortwell Farm and Nichols-Sortwell House reversed with respect to impacts from bypass
and No-build

David Otto

VT

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Alan Pooley

Newcastle

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Elizabeth and Sarg Potter

Wiscasset

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Alexander Pugh

Alna

62.1

Interchanges: no direct access from bypass to Route 218/Federal Street

Morris Quintal

Gardiner

63.1

Bypass location: My idea for bypass: [map showing bridge from Pottle Cove to Route 1 at Davis island]

Sean Rafter

Wiscasset

64.1

Bypass location: Pottle Cove to Cod Cove

John Rafter

Wiscasset

65.1
65.2
65.3
65.4

65.6

Section 4(f )/Section 106: expand impact assessment to include Foote/Coffin/Grant/Rafter 85 acre property
Bypass location: move bypass northwest by 100 yards through hayfield on approach to Bradford Road
Section 4(f )/Section 106: Sortwell Farm is not the only farmstead to remain intact; Rafter Farm has been in family since 1812
Environmental impacts: to insure there will be no significant adverse effects of the alternatives on the Holbrook/Rafter property, expand impact analysis by conducting water quality
baseline study of watershed leading to Ice Pond
Noise impact analysis: a 2 lane bypass 200’ from the 16 Bradford Road historic building must cause more than a 1-dBA increase in noise; move bypass 100 yards further away from the
Historic district
Interchanges: request full bypass interchanges at Route 27 and Route 218

65.5

Susan Ratigan

Wiscasset

66.1
66.2

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives
Bypass termini: build bypass starting at Woolwich town line

Kenneth Rendall

Wiscasset

67.1
67.2
67.3
67.4

Congestion: no time frame provided
Just compensation: concerned that compensation will be based on home appraisal after a drop in price due to bypass impact, rather than original true-value price
Bypass location: move bypass around far side of Deer Ridge parallel to existing contours, and come around on far side of Clark Point
TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Dave Refro

Wiscasset

68.1

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Steven Ribble

Bangor

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

W. Frank Risell 1

Wiscasset

69.1
69.2

Congestion: only 2 months out of year
TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

W. Frank Risell 2

Wiscasset

70.1

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

William Robb

Newcastle

71.1

Interchanges: request access to Route 218 from bypass

Jeff Romano

Topsham

72.1

Maine Coast Heritage Trust: expand impact analysis; Clark’s Point easement not mentioned in document

Stephen Rothaug

NY

73.1

Interchanges: need one for Route 27 south (Boothbay area) no matter which bypass is built

David Ruscetta

Edgecomb

74.1
74.2

Bypass termini: keep N2/N8c off Davis Island, and have it connect directly with Route 27 intersection
Davis Island: development has changed character of area and potential impacts since DEIS completed

Amanda Russell

Edgecomb

75.1

Traffic analysis: document needs to better highlight benefits of alternatives

Sheila Sawyer

Wiscasset

76.1
76.2
76.3

Bypass termini: start bypass at Old Bath Road or Route 144/Old Ferry Road, crossing Route 27 north of school
Intersections: include full intersection at Route 27 in Wiscasset and another at Davis Island or Cochran Road
TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives
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Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
Exhibit 1 – Summary of Substantive Comments (continued)
Individuals

Location

Comment

Mary Ellen Serina

East Boothbay

Raymond Shadis

Edgecomb

77.1

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Gregory Shaw

Wiscasset

78.1
78.2
78.3
78.4

Bypass termini: start bypass further south
Bypass location: have serious safety concerns regarding bypass so close to school
Davis Island: development has changed character of area and potential impacts since DEIS completed
TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Janet Shaw

Wiscasset

79.1
79.2

Bypass termini: start bypass further south
Bypass location: move further north

Hugh Sherman

Edgecomb

80.1
80.2
80.3

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives
Bypass location: reexamine southern routes
Bypass location: explore John VanOrsdell’s tunnel option from Pottle Cove to Davey Bridge or Cod Cove

Susan Shreiber

South Bristol

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Helen Sides

South Bristol

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Anna and Andrew Sides

South Bristol

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

James Simonetti

Wiscasset

81.1

James Simons

Woolwich

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Phillip Simpson

Wiscasset

82.1

Interchanges: southern interchange is cumbersome, and is not going to work; local traffic will not wish to turn right onto Old Bath Road and them merge onto bypass, but will instead
turn left south onto Flood Avenue and take exit onto Route 1 further south

Dan Sortwell

Wiscasset

83.1

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Tyler and Gabrielle Van
Spanje

Edgecomb

84.1
84.2

Section 4(f )/Section 106: expand impact analysis; historic home and homestead at 105 Englebrekt Road was not identified in report although it is deeded 1760
Englebrekt Road impacts: Impact on secondary home located at 105 Englebrekt Road, Edgecomb, not identified in report; other homes and driveways impacted by bypass but not
reported
Englebrekt Road impacts: question why area considered linear development instead of neighborhood
Forests: land behind Englebrekt Road is identified as forested and undeveloped habitat, but has recently been cleared for future development

84.3
84.4

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Linda Spock 1

South Bristol

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Linda Spock 2

South Bristol

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

John Stevens

Jefferson

85.1

Bypass location: reexamine southern routes

Jean Sutter

Wiscasset

86.1
86.2

DOT comments: Mr. Melrose said if the townspeople of Wiscasset did not want a bypass, MaineDOT would not build one
Section 4(f )/Section 106: prehistoric and historic site maps are incorrect and do not show ancient shell heaps in Wiscasset or Edgecomb, cemetery on Franzen property, or any
information on the studies done by state preservation

Karen Suva

Windham

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Karl Tarbox

Wiscasset

87.1
87.2

Interchanges: request full interchanges at Routes 27 and 218
Bypass termini: start bypass at current Route 27/Route 1 intersection

Daniel Thompson

Wiscasset

88.1
88.2
88.3
88.4

Bypass termini: expand discussion to include importance of eliminating bottleneck for entire midcoast region, not just for Wiscasset and nearby towns
Bypass location: reexamine southern routes
Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: expand analysis to include impacts on bird migration
Section 4(f )/Section 106: error on page s8; why would there be impact to the Wiscasset Historic District and Sortwell Farm under the No-build option?

John VanOrsdell

Boothbay

89.1

Bypass location: explore tunnel option from Pottle Cove to Davey Bridge or Cod Cove

Paul Viccia

MA

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

New Harbor

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Henry West

Wiscasset

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Hylie West

Damariscotta

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

MA

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Roberta Watson

Robin Whitney

12 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Revised June, 2009

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
Exhibit 1 – Summary of Substantive Comments (continued)
Individuals

Location

Comment

Peter Yesmentes

Boothbay

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

The following entries refer to transcripts of comments from the public hearing held in Edgecomb on November 29, 2007
Jay Smith

Edgecomb

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Tony Sasala

Edgecomb

90.1
90.2
90.3
90.4

Lisa McSwain

Edgecomb

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Amanda Russell

Edgecomb

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Faith Coakley

Edgecomb

91.1

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Kitty Norton

Edgecomb

92.1

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Tony Sasala

Edgecomb

93.1

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Pat Hudson

New Castle

94.1

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Frank Risell

Wiscasset

95.1

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Ted Sasala

Edgecomb

96.1

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Nick Barth

Boothbay

97.1

TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Bruce Cameron

Edgecomb

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Jay Smith

~

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Doug Fitts

Clark’s Point

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Bruce Cameron

Edgecomb

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Tony Sasala

Edgecomb

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Jo Cameron

Edgecomb

98.1

Doug Fitts

Clark’s Point

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Diane Eacobacci

Edgecomb

99.1

Roslyn Strong

Edgecomb

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Pat Hudson

New Castle

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Fred Hougardy

Edgecomb

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Jo Cameron

Edgecomb

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Carolyn Dexter

Edgecomb

100.1 TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Barbara Hamilton

Edgecomb

101.1 TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

John Dexter

Edgecomb

102.1 TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Unknown resident

~

103.1 TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Unknown resident

~

104.1 Maine Coast Heritage Trust: expand impact assessment; the easement on Clark’s Point has not been addressed

Paul Gagnon

~

105.1 TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Joe Nania

~

106.1 TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Residential/commercial displacements: expand impact analysis; there are many residential homes that have not been noted in document
Section 7 Endangered Species Act: expand impact analysis; did not include bald eagle nest
Section 4(f )/Section 106: expand impact analysis; did not include historic home [location not given]
Environmental impact: expand impact analysis to include bird sanctuary

Edgecomb: fix document to include new public water and sewer in Edgecomb, potential for more in near future
Congestion: purpose of study not fully and clearly explained, i.e., what exactly is the cause of the congestion?

Kitty Norton

Edgecomb

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Frank Risell

Wiscasset

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Sandra Barth

Boothbay

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Roy Potter

Edgecomb

107.1 TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

John Markowski

Edgecomb

108.1 TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives
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Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
Exhibit 1 – Summary of Substantive Comments (continued)
Individuals

Location

Comment

Comments from the public hearing held in Edgecomb on December 1, 2007
Amanda Russell

Edgecomb

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Eleanor Eide

Edgecomb

109.1 Davis Island: development has changed character of area and potential impacts since DEIS completed

David Tew

Boothbay Harbor

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Brett Benoy

Wiscasset

110.1 TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Jim McQuaide

Edgecomb

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Byron Johnson

Edgecomb

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Blythe Edwards

Edgecomb

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Amanda Russell

Edgecomb

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Frank Risell

Wiscasset

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Julie Truesdell

Edgecomb

111.1 TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Byron Johnson

Edgecomb

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Bristol

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Al Sears
Jo Cameron

Edgecomb

112.1
112.2
112.3
112.4
112.5

Mapping: Wiscasset subdivision not clearly shown
Englebrekt Road impacts: question why area considered linear development instead of neighborhood
Section 4(f )/Section 106: why have some of Englebrekt Road houses not been considered historic?
Englebrekt Road impacts: why has the archaeology work not been shown on the maps?
Davis Island: development has changed character of area and potential impacts since DEIS completed

Comments from the public hearing held on in Wiscasset December 4, 2007
Paul Grover

Wiscasset

113.1 Congestion: only 4 months out of year
113.2 TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Matthew Corwin

Wiscasset

114.1 Local access: concerned that alternatives will cause more rather than less of a problem for local residents to easily exit the village
114.2 Bypass termini: should start at Woolwich town line
114.3 Noise: question why analysis has concluded mitigation is not required

Ann Snyder

Wiscasset

115.1 Bypass termini: should start at Woolwich town line

Steve Widmer

Wiscasset

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Bill Belmore

Damariscotta

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Bill Phiwney

Wiscasset

Doug Fitts

Clarks Point

116.1 Local access: for town residents travelling south, the Route 1/Old Bath Road reconstruction is unacceptable
116.2 Interchanges: full interchange between bypass and Route 27/Gardiner Road
117.1 Clark’s Point right of way: inaccurate statement noting subdivision was planned and designed to reserve space for N2/N2a/N2h

John Blagdon

Wiscasset

118.1
118.2
118.3
118.4
118.5

Kim Lynch

Wiscasset

119.1 TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Sean Rafter (for John Van
Orsdell)

Wiscasset

120.1 Bypass location: explore John Van Orsdell’s tunnel option from Pottle Cove to Davey Bridge or Cod Cove

Morrison Bonpasse
Deanna Gordon

Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: the deer yard surrounding Langdon Mountain is not noted in DEIS
Bypass location: have serious safety concerns regarding bypass so close to school
Interchanges: request full interchange at Route 218
TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives
Community economic impacts: expand impact analysis to include potential loss of tax revenue

New Castle

121.1 TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives
121.2 Bridge impacts: clarify potential rebuilding/removal of Davey Bridge

Wiscasset

122.1 Congestion: only 2 months out of year
122.2 TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

14 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Revised June, 2009

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
Exhibit 1 – Summary of Substantive Comments (continued)
Individuals

Location

Comment

Bill Belmore

Wiscasset

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Sean Rafter

Wiscasset

123.1 Section 4(f )/Section 106: expand impact assessment to include Foote/Coffin/ Grant/Rafter 85 acre property
123.2 Bypass location: move bypass northwest by 100 yards through hayfield on approach to Bradford Road
123.3 Environmental impacts: to insure there will be no significant adverse effects of the alternatives on the Holbrook/Rafter property, expand impact analysis by conducting water quality
baseline study of watershed leading to Ice Pond
123.4 Noise impact analysis: a 2 lane bypass 200’ from the 16 Bradford Road historic building must cause more than a 1-dBA increase in noise
123.5 The DOT does not pay attention to our comments

Matthew Corwin

Wiscasset

124.1 The DOT does not pay attention to our comments

George Green

Wiscasset

125.1 Bypass location: reexamine southern routes

Dave Fate

Edgecomb

126.1 TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives
126.2 Englebrekt Road impacts: concerned entire extended family on this road is going to get displaced
126.3 Intersections: clover-leaf at Route 1/Route 27

Steve Widmer

Wiscasset

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Resident

~

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Sean Rafter

Wiscasset

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Judy Flannagan

Wiscasset

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Frank Risell

Wiscasset

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Bill Phiwney

Wiscasset

127.1 Bypass location: have serious safety concerns regarding bypass so close to school

Karl Tarbox

Wiscasset

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Roy Farmer

Wiscasset

128.1 Bypass location: explore John Van Orsdell’s tunnel option from Pottle Cove to Davey Bridge or Cod Cove

Mark Dow

Westport Island

George Greene

Wiscasset

129.1 Bypass location: should use the town plan
130.1 Interchanges: full interchanges between bypass and Gardiner Road and Route 218

Bob Thornski

~

Bill Phiwney

Wiscasset

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Ann Snyder

Wiscasset

132.1 Bypass termini: should start at Woolwich town line

Morrison Bonpasse

New Castle

131.1 Noise: consider using noise mitigation even if above and beyond that which is required

133.1 Bypass location: explore John Van Orsdell’s tunnel option from Pottle Cove to Davey Bridge or Cod Cove
133.2 Bridge impacts: clarify potential rebuilding/removal of Davey Bridge

Matthew Corwin

Wiscasset

134.1 TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Duane Goud

Wiscasset

135.1 TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

John Blagdon

Wiscasset

136.1 TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Resident

~

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Roy Farmer

Wiscasset

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Bill Belmore

Damariscotta

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

George Green

Wiscasset

137.1 TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Sean Rafter

Wiscasset

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

~

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Wiscasset

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

~

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

Resident
Paul Grover
Resident

Comments from the informational meeting held on November 15, 2007 in Boothbay
Resident

~

138.1 Congestion: only 2 months out of year
138.2 TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives
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Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
Exhibit 1 – Summary of Substantive Comments (continued)
Individuals

Location

Comment

Resident

~

139.1 Bypass location: explore John Van Orsdell’s tunnel option from Pottle Cove to Davey Bridge or Cod Cove

Resident

~

140.1 Section 7 Endangered Species Act: expand impact analysis; did not include bald eagle nest

Resident

~

141.1 Bypass location: reexamine southern routes

Comments from the informational meeting held on November 28, 2007 in Wiscasset
Resident

~

142.1 TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Resident

~

143.1 TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Resident

~

144.1 Congestion: only 2 months out of year

Resident

~

145.1 Bypass termini: start at Bowdoinham on the interstate, bypass all coastal towns including Camden

Resident

~

146.1 TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Resident

~

147.1 Interchanges: flyover at Edgecomb going south

Resident

~

148.1 Bypass location: have serious safety concerns regarding bypass so close to school
148.2 Recreation Center does not show up on maps

Resident

~

149.1 Public relations: advertisement of meetings has not been sufficient.

Comments from the informational meeting held on December 06, 2007 in Westport Island
Resident

~

150.1 TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives

Resident

~

151.1 Bypass termini: start bypass ½ mile south, below Birch Point Road

Comments from Informational Meeting held on December 17, 2007 in Alna
R. Whitney

Alna

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

R. Hilton

Alna

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

H. Sage

Alna

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

H. Sage

Alna

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

R. Whitney

Alna

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

~

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

B. Phinney

Wiscasset

No substantive comment requiring change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation

D. Sutter and J. Sutter

Wiscasset

152.1 Section 4(f )/Section 106: don’t believe that the Wiscasset historic district exists; MHPC says it is not legally designated

Resident

H. Sage

Alna

J. Sutter

Wiscasset
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153.1 Bypass location: explore John Van Orsdell’s tunnel option from Pottle Cove to Davey Bridge or Cod Cove
154.1 Bypass location: have serious safety concerns regarding bypass so close to school
154.2 TSM/TDM: should address other potential improvements short of the build alternatives
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Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
Exhibit 2 – Responses to Substantive Comments
Index #

Comment #

Summary of Substantive Comment

Response to Substantive Comment

1

7.8
54.2

Bike path: request that this path be
extended across the river to Edgecomb
instead of stopping in Wiscasset, as
currently proposed.

Comment noted. There are no plans to extend the bike path over the Sheepscot River to Edgecomb, as the proposed bike path would be redundant to the existing designated
bike route (East Coast Greenway Route 3A). The build alternatives would reduce traffic on the Davey Bridge between Wiscasset and Edgecomb, making for a better biking
experience between the two towns.

2

2.1
3.8
3.18

Bridge impacts: analysis should include
more information concerning bridge/
bridge piers direct and indirect impacts on
Sheepscot River and wetland resources.

Comment noted. The MaineDOT conducted an eelgrass survey in June 2008 to locate eelgrass and record river substrate data in proximity to Alternative N2/N8c. In consultation
with the federal regulatory and resource agencies, the other build alternatives were not thought to have suitable habitat and were not surveyed. The survey results show the
predominant subtidal substrate in the Sheepscot River is not suitable for eelgrass growth. The MaineDOT found about 1.9 acres of eelgrass approximately 500 feet southwest
of Goose Island; this confirmed the 1.9 acres of eelgrass mapped in 1997 by MDMR. The MaineDOT would conduct a hydrological flow analysis to show what changes in flow
characteristics are expected by new pier placement during final design of the selected alternative.

Tidal Managed Fisheries: Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act and Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996
Under Section 303(a)(7) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act, as amended, Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) must be properly described and identified for those species considered under
Federal Fishery Management Plans. EFH is defined as “those waters and substrate necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding or growth to maturity.” The EFH final rule,
published January 17, 2002 (50 CFR 600) summarizing EFH regulations, outlines additional interpretation of the EFH definition. These regulatory requirements are intended to
minimize, to the extent practicable, adverse effects on habitat caused by fishing or other non-fishing activities, and to identify other actions to encourage the conservation and
enhancement of EFH.
Federal agencies must consult with the NMFS for any actions or proposed actions authorized, funded, or undertaken that may adversely affect EFH. Per 50 CFR 600.810(a),
an adverse effect may consist of direct or indirect physical, chemical, or biological alterations of the waters or substrate or loss of, or injury to, benthic organisms, prey species
and their habitat, and other ecosystem components, if such modifications reduce the quality and/or quantity of EFH. Adverse effects to EFH may result from actions occurring
within EFH or outside EFH and may consist of site-specific or habitat-wide impacts, and individual, cumulative, or synergistic consequences of actions. In response to the EFH
consultation, the NMFS is required to provide EFH conservation recommendations to the Federal agency.
When the NMFS receives information regarding a Federal agency action that may adversely affect EFH, that agency must conduct an EFH Assessment. This assessment is a
review of the proposed project and its potential impacts to EFH. As set forth in the rules, EFH Assessments must consist of the following:
•
•
•
•

a description of the proposed action
an analysis of the effects, consisting of cumulative effects, of the action on EFH, the managed species, and associated species by life history stage;
the Federal agency’s views regarding the effects of the action on EFH; and
proposed mitigation, if applicable.

If appropriate, the assessment should consist of on-site inspection results, the views of recognized experts on the habitat or species affects, a literature review, an analysis of
alternatives to the proposed action, and other relevant information.
The NMFS has designated the immediate vicinity EFH for one or more species; an EFH Assessment was performed (MaineDOT 2008d).
Description of the Proposed Action
The MaineDOT and the FHWA have undertaken this study to evaluate transportation alternatives to reduce traffic congestion and improve safety along U.S. Route 1 (Route 1 or
Main Street) in Wiscasset Village and Edgecomb. A range of alternatives was proposed to address the transportation problems:
•
•
•
•

No-Build
N2/N8c
N2/N2h/N2f-1
N2/N2a/N2h-1

Essential Fish Habitat and Species of Concern
In the study area, the Sheepscot River bottom is primarily composed of a heavy layer of fine silt over sub-tidal mud; sub-tidal vegetation is very sparse. Downstream of Goose
Island, the river bottom varies between sand and gravel, gradually changing to unconsolidated muds toward Cod Cove. Salinity in the Sheepscot River ranges from 22-30 parts per
thousand (ppt) at the water surface and 29 ppt to 30 ppt at the river bottom (Hanks, 1964). Recksiek and McCleave (1973) reported fluctuations in salinity from a low of about 18
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Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
Exhibit 2 – Responses to Substantive Comments (continued)
Index #

Comment #

Summary of Substantive Comment

2 (continued)

2.1
3.8
3.18

Bridge impacts: analysis should include
more information concerning bridge/
bridge piers direct and indirect impacts on
Sheepscot River and wetland resources.

Response to Substantive Comment
ppt in March and April to a high of about 30 ppt from June to December. Water depth in the study area is 50 feet or less, and 3 feet or less in the area between Goose Island and
Davis Island (MaineDOT 2008d).
Analysis of the Effects of the Action on EFH, the Managed Species, and Associated Species by Life History Stage
The No-Build Alternative would not impact EFH.
The build alternatives may adversely affect EFH from bridge pier construction in the Sheepscot River. Construction impacts would depend on the type, number, and location of
piers and how long it would take to build them.
If built using cofferdams (based on pre-design estimates), the piers for Alternative N2/N8c would take approximately 32 weeks to construct; with drilled shafts, 40 to 60 weeks.
The cofferdam piers for Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 would be constructed in 20-30 weeks; with drilled shafts, 40-60 weeks. The cofferdam piers for Alternative N2/N2a/N2h-1 would
take approximately six weeks to construct. Drilled shaft piers would not be recommended for Alternative N2/N2a/N2h-1 due to high cost.
The impacts from construction of a build alternative are temporary and occur during and following construction. The time for the individual or specific construction impacts to
dissipate varies with the type of activity performed and resource impacted; most construction impacts cease immediately after the activity in an area is completed. Other impacts
on aquatic resources, such as those by the bridge, could take years to recover to preconstruction conditions. Some construction impacts cannot be estimated at this time because
they depend on final design considerations or contractor decisions made before or during construction:
•
•
•
•

Location for staging and stockpiling equipment and materials
Timing and sequencing of construction
Specific construction methods and materials and equipment to use
Areas for the disposal of debris and excess earth material

Construction of the build alternatives may adversely affect EFH. EFH aquatic organism migration and feeding would be impacted by bridge construction noise and turbidity. Fish
are sensitive to the effects of intense sound waves. Extreme pressure changes can significantly impact species with swim bladders, such as the salmonids; these impacts could be
moderate or severe, gradual or instantaneous. Extreme pressure changes could result in severe injury or death (NMFS, 2003).
Such severe effects generally occur when sound intensity exceeds 190 dBA. Sheet pile installation would create noise levels exceeding 180 dBA (MaineDOT, 2007a). Non fatal
injuries, such as permanent hearing damage and stress, frequently occur when levels exceed 180 dBA. Behavioral modification, such as avoidance and startle responses, are often
observed in fish when sound levels exceed 150 dBA. Some fish species are more sensitive than others to moderately intense (i.e., less than 180 dBA) noise levels.
Pile driving or drilling would increase the turbidity of the Sheepscot River. Some aquatic species are tolerant of turbidity, but Atlantic salmon are sensitive to increases of 50 mg/l
over baseline (NMFS, 2006). The build alternatives would create permanent impacts on the Sheepscot River bottom. These impacts would consist of loss of river bottom surface
area and some resorting of bottom sediments due to changes in the water flow around the piers. The direct loss of sub-tidal habitat is between 1,400 and 17,000 square feet,
which is 0.003 – 0.04% of the 1,000-acre sub-tidal habitat in the study area.
Pier placement would cause indirect impact to localized current velocities. Scour would occur on the upstream edge and side of the piers; deposition of coarser substrate would
occur downstream of the piers. Although this would change substrate conditions, it would not normally be considered a loss of sub-tidal habitat. Winter Flounder (juvenile and
adult) is the only species that may be affected by the change in substrate, as it prefers muds and fine substrates.
Migration of fish species such as Atlantic salmon would not be impacted by the bridges with the build alternatives as the tidal conditions of the Sheepscot River in the study area
overcome changes in velocity caused by the piers.
Vehicular-related pollution would be washed off the bridges into the Sheepscot River, but their effects on the EFH would be negligible due to dilution.
Federal Agency Views Regarding Effect of Action on Essential Fish Habitat
The NMFS reviewed and accepted the EFH Assessment (MaineDOT 2008x). The NMFS expects the MaineDOT would design bridge piers to minimize scour, and would use
construction strategies that reduce impacts to managed species.
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Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
Exhibit 2 – Responses to Substantive Comments (continued)
Index #

Comment #

Summary of Substantive Comment

2 (continued)

2.1
3.8
3.18

Bridge impacts: analysis should include
more information concerning bridge/
bridge piers direct and indirect impacts on
Sheepscot River and wetland resources.

Response to Substantive Comment
Federal Agency Views Regarding Effect of Action on Essential Fish Habitat
The NMFS reviewed and accepted the EFH Assessment (MaineDOT 2008x). The NMFS expects the MaineDOT would design bridge piers to minimize scour, and would use
construction strategies that reduce impacts to managed species.
Preliminary Conclusions
The study area is not optimal EFH for the majority of the target species. Primary EFH use is by mobile fish during the spring and summer. The Sheepscot River is wide enough
for these fish to avoid areas of active pier construction. Eggs and larvae of Windowpane Flounder and larvae of Winter Flounder are planktonic (i.e., float in the water column)
and would likely be unaffected by construction, as would planktonic prey species. Winter Flounder eggs are demersal, and many prey species are benthic infaunal and epifaunal
invertebrates. Upon completion of the EFH - and along with coordination with NMFS - the MaineDOT proposed modifying the original work window to avoid the February
through June Winter Flounder spawning season. After further coordination, the MDMR determined the Sheepscot River substrate within the project area is not suitable for Winter
Flounder spawning; therefore, the MaineDOT would use the 21-week period between November 8 and April 9 as the preferred work window.
Proposed Mitigation
Primary mitigation for potential impacts caused by the build alternatives would be to limit alterations in flow characteristics caused by pier design, and to limit noise and
vibration impacts during construction. According to NMFS, neither of two species listed under the ESA, Atlantic salmon and shortnose sturgeon are found in the study area
between November 8 and April 9th. Even though Shortnose sturgeon is not a managed species under Magnuson-Stevens Sustainable Fisheries act, Atlantic salmon is and this
yearly 21-week timeframe would be the optimum work window for construction in tidal waters. Winter flounder would be spawning Feb though June, and impacts to spawning
should be minimized. As pier design becomes detailed, impacts from pier and pier construction would be analyzed further to determine the potential for effect. If it is determined
that there is a need during construction, additional measures, such as use of bubble curtains and turbidity monitoring, could reduce noise and sedimentation impacts during
construction.
Wetland Functions and Values
The MaineDOT evaluated the functions and values of wetlands potentially impacted by the build alternatives (MaineDOT, 2008x) based on best professional judgment as
outlined in the Corps Highway Methodology (USACE, 1995). The wetlands in the study area provide the following functions:
•
•
•
•
•

Wildlife and/or fish habitat
Wildlife travel corridor
Shoreline stabilization
Groundwater discharge
Floodflow conveyance and attenuation

The wetlands in the study area are predominately undisturbed and with a few exceptions are of moderate to high value. There are three primary wetland functions for
freshwater wetlands in the study area: wildlife and aquatic habitat, flood flow attenuation, and groundwater discharge. Because of the low disturbance through much of the
area, the wetlands also function as wildlife habitat for a mixture of habitat types. In wetlands near development, they form habitat for disturbance tolerant species, such as
raccoon, deer, beaver, amphibians, and some songbirds. Habitat use ranges from foraging and travel corridor use to breeding and protective cover. Flowing and ponded waters
can provide habitat for aquatic organisms. Because of the predominant upland topography, the wetlands provide flood flow alteration and attenuation, as the basins would
collect stormwater and snowmelt that would be channeled into the streams and drainage swales and carried to the Sheepscot River. Wetlands adjacent to streams function in
groundwater discharge, which provides base flow water for the streams. Coastal wetlands are an important habitat feature and help stabilize shorelines along the Sheepscot River.
Bridge Shading Impacts on Aquatic Life
The proposed new bridges would increase the area over tidal and intertidal parts of the Sheepscot River. Shading of estuarine habitats can result in decreased light levels, which
can lower productivity of micro and macro vegetations (Stuck, S. et al 2004; Able et al. 2006). Algae and microscopic vegetation that would occur on the mudflats and macro
vegetation is more common on the saltmarsh fringe around the Sheepscot River Shore. The amount of reduction in plant productivity can adversely affect invertebrates, and fish
that use these areas particularly with respect to use as foraging habitat. Because of the currents, only static intertidal communities would be affected by shading. Any pelagic or
motile organized would be moved out of the area. Given the daily and seasonal changes in the angles of sunlight, light energy would be expected to reach the intertidal areas
under these structures during portions of the day, reducing potential impacts to aquatic biota due to shading. There has been some research in North Carolina on dock heights
(Struck 2004) that indicated that structure height is an important factor and that a height to width ratio greater than 0.7 would not result in shading impacts. There may be more
effect on shading at the Edgecomb (east) end where sunlight exposure is already limited by topography and mature pines. High turbidities would limit any effect of the additional
shading to the first few feet of the water column—benthic communities would be relatively unaffected by the increase in shaded habitat.
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Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
Exhibit 2 – Responses to Substantive Comments (continued)
Index #

Comment #

Summary of Substantive Comment

2 (continued)

2.1
3.8
3.18

Bridge impacts: analysis should include
more information concerning bridge/
bridge piers direct and indirect impacts on
Sheepscot River and wetland resources.

3

3.14
13.1
21.5
121.2
133.2

Bridge impacts: clarify potential rebuilding
and/or removal of Davey Bridge.

There are no plans for the Davey Bridge to be removed or replaced.

4

2.3
4.33

Bridge impacts: clarify potential rebuilding
and/or removal of Davey Bridge.

There are no plans for the Davey Bridge to be removed or replaced.

5

7.7
46.2

Bridges: maintenance costs are not
included thus skewing costs for any
alternatives with long bridges.

Comment noted. Life cycle costs were prepared and added to the bridge estimates.

6

23.7

Bridges: save money on alternatives by
permanently closing railway bridge across
Sheepscot River, allowing alternative
bridges to be lower and cheaper.

No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. The Sheepscot River Bridge would not be closed, as the railroad is active and the MaineDOT has made considerable
investments in the long-term use of the railroad. Grade separation over the railroad must be maintained for safe and efficient highway traffic.

7

7.4
8.2
9.2
33.2
53.2

Bypass location: have serious safety
concerns regarding bypass so close to
school.

No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. The build alternatives have been changed to include a connector road between Route 27 and Route 218, with one fullaccess interchange on the connector road further to the east than originally proposed.

8

129.1

Bypass location: MaineDOT should use the
town plan.

9

53.3
65.2
67.3
79.2
123.2

Bypass location: move bypass further north; No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. The northern routes were thoroughly studied; the results of the alternatives analysis are presented in Chapter 2 and
DEIS does not explain why some northern Appendix A of the DEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation.
routes were discarded.

10

52.1
63.1
64.1
80.2
80.3
85.1
88.2
89.1
120.1
125.1
128.1
133.1
139.1
141.1
153.1

Bypass location: reexamine the southern
alternative routes, especially John Van
Orsdell’s tunnel option from Pottle Cove to
Davey Bridge or Cod Cove.

78.2
118.2
127.1
148.1
154.1
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Response to Substantive Comment
The bridge with Alternative N2/N8c would shade and impact 2.2 acres of the Sheepscot River intertidal zone, with 0.3 acre having a height-to-width ratio less than 0.7. The
bridges with Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 would shade and impact 0.7 acre of the Sheepscot River intertidal zone, with 0.1 acre having a ratio less than 0.7. The bridges with
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h-1 would shade and impact 0.2 acre of the Sheepscot River intertidal zone; shaded areas with this alternative would have a ratio above 0.7.

No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. The range of alternatives is consistent with municipal comprehensive plans.

The southern routes were thoroughly studied; the results of the alternatives analysis are presented in Chapter 2 and Appendix A of the DEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation.
The MaineDOT evaluated two new alternatives – C2 and C3 – suggested during and after the comment period of the DEIS/Section 4(f ) Evaluation.
C2 begins on Route 1 in Wiscasset near Birch Point Road and proceeds east over the Maine Eastern Railroad through Pottle Cove. Alternative C2 turns northeast over the
Sheepscot River and terminates near the east end of the Davey Bridge in Edgecomb. This alternative is similar to Alternative C1, except the latter started at Birch Point Road,
followed the waterfront, and terminated near the westerly end of the Davey Bridge. Alternative C1 was considered and dismissed during Phase I.
Alternative C2 has been proposed as a bridge crossing or as a combination bridge/tunnel crossing of the Sheepscot River. The bridge crossing would be approximately 9,500
feet long, while the bridge/tunnel combination would be 8,500 feet of bridge and 1,000 feet of tunnel. The tunnel section of the bridge/tunnel crossing would allow for river
navigation, while the single bridge concept would require a moveable span structure. The tunnel would be constructed using immersed tube technology, which would require
cutting a 100–foot wide trench in the Sheepscot River channel, placing and assembling the tube sections, and covering the completed tunnel.
The MaineDOT performed analysis of Alternative C2 and compared it (and its derivations) to the other alternatives retained for further consideration. Alternative C2, with a single
bridge, is similar to N2/N8c, except the latter has a bridge which is 5,300 feet shorter. The bridge with Alternative C2 would require approximately 39 piers impacting 0.92 acre of
the Sheepscot River bottom, which is more than the 17 piers and 0.4 acre impact for Alternative N2/N8c.
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Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
Exhibit 2 – Responses to Substantive Comments (continued)
Index #

Comment #

Summary of Substantive Comment

10 (continued)

52.1
63.1
64.1
80.2
80.3
85.1
88.2
89.1
120.1
125.1
128.1
133.1
139.1
141.1
153.1

Bypass location: reexamine the southern
alternative routes, especially John Van
Orsdell’s tunnel option from Pottle Cove to
Davey Bridge or Cod Cove.

Response to Substantive Comment
The Alternative C2 bridge/tunnel concept would require two bridges totaling approximately 8,500 feet, with a 1,000–foot long immersed tube tunnel. The bridge structures are
longer than the bridge with Alternative N2/N8c, and would require approximately 35 piers impacting 0.82 acre. The 1,000–foot long tunnel would impact 2.30 acres. The total
impact of the bridge/tunnel concept to the Sheepscot River bottom is 3.12 acres.
The MaineDOT determined the cost of both Alternative C2 concepts to be approximately $40 million more than the most expensive alternative retained for further
consideration. Due to the substantially higher cost and greater impact to the Sheepscot River bottom, the MaineDOT determined the Alternative C2 concepts do not warrant a
further analysis, and were dismissed from further consideration.
Alternative C3 begins on Route 1 in Wiscasset near Birch Point Road and proceeds east over the Maine Eastern Railroad through Pottle Cove and over the Sheepscot River.
Alternative C3 crosses the Sheepscot River south of Davis Island, and turns northeast to pass through Cod Cove, terminating at Route 1 on the Edgecomb mainland. This
alternative is similar to alternative C1, except the latter started at Birch Point Road, followed the waterfront, and terminated near the westerly end of the Davey Bridge. Alternative
C3 was proposed as a tunnel crossing of the Sheepscot River, which is similar to alternative T4. Alternatives C1 and T4 were considered and dismissed during Phase I.
Alternative C3 has been proposed as a bridge crossing or as a combination bridge/tunnel crossing of the Sheepscot River. The bridge crossing would be approximately 14,250
feet long, while the bridge/tunnel combination would be 13,250 feet of bridge structure and 1,000 feet of tunnel. The tunnel sections of the crossings would allow for river
navigation, while the single bridge concept would require a moveable span structure. The tunnels would be constructed using immersed tube technology.
The MaineDOT performed an analysis of Alternative C3 and compared it (and its derivations) to the other alternatives retained for further consideration. The Alternative C3 single
bridge structure is similar to Alternative N2/N8c, except the latter is 10,100 feet shorter. This bridge would require approximately 58 piers impacting 1.37 acres of the Sheepscot
River bottom, which is more than the 17 piers and 0.4 acre impact for Alternative N2/N8c.
The Alternative C3 bridge/tunnel concept would require two bridges totaling approximately 13,250 feet long, with a 1,000–foot long immersed tube tunnel. The bridge
structures are 9,100 feet longer than the bridge with Alternative N2/N8c, and would require approximately 54 piers impacting 1.28 acres of the Sheepscot River bottom. The
1,000–foot long tunnel would impact 2.30 acres of the Sheepscot River bottom. The total impact of the bridge/tunnel concept on the Sheepscot River bottom is 3.57 acres.
The Alternative C3 tunnel concept would require a 14,250–foot long immersed tube tunnel. Digging the 100–foot wide trench for this tunnel would impact 33 acres of the
Sheepscot River bottom.
The MaineDOT determined the cost of the Alternative C3 bridge and bridge/tunnel concepts to be approximately $90 million more than the most expensive alternative retained
for further consideration; the tunnel concept is even more expensive at almost $300 million. Due to the substantially higher cost and extremely high impacts to the Sheepscot
River bottom, the MaineDOT determined the C3 alternative concepts do not warrant further analysis, and were dismissed from further consideration.

11

8.1
8.5
9.1
28.1
32.2
33.1
33.3
40.1
53.1
66.2
74.1

12

12.3
12.4
12.5
12.6
12.8
35.1
117.1

76.1
78.1
79.1
87.2
88.1
114.2
115.1
132.1
145.1
151.1

Bypass termini: bypass starts too close to No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. The MaineDOT traffic models showed substantial differences between traffic diversion potential per build alternative: with
Wiscasset, should be further away from a longer build alternative, traffic would prefer to remain on the exiting route; with a shorter build alternative, traffic would tend to avoid the existing route. Moving the southern
village and handle more regional traffic.
termini further south would provide minimal benefit with a much greater cost and impact to social and environmental resources.

Clark’s Point: inaccurate cost totals given
Comment noted. Cost estimates have been updated and are added to the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation. The Clark’s Point subdivision was planned after the build alternatives
regarding right-of-way acquisition and
were designed.
homes displaced by alternatives; inaccurate
statement regarding subdivision plans to
reserve space for alternatives

Revised June, 2009
				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 21

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
Exhibit 2 – Responses to Substantive Comments (continued)
Index #

Comment #

Summary of Substantive Comment

Response to Substantive Comment

13

8.6
21.3
118.5

Community economic impacts: expand
impact analysis to include Wiscasset’s
potential loss of tax revenue.

The MaineDOT reviewed research conducted by other states and independent authors on the economic impacts of bypasses and their impact on property values (MaineDOT, 2008l).
Studies show highway bypasses can have little substantive positive or negative impact on property values, tax revenue or overall economy. In tourist- or retail-oriented communities,
however, reduction of traffic congestion typically leads to strong positive economic impacts. Damariscotta is an example where a downtown business community has benefitted
from a bypass.
The MaineDOT identified 24 - 26 residences and 13 - 14 businesses that may be displaced if a build alternative is chosen. The MaineDOT estimated 90 new residences and 28 new
businesses may locate to within 0.5 mile of highway access points by 2030, which may result in a net increase in tax revenue, over the long-term. Research shows most displaced
residences and businesses relocate in the same area and thus create no substantial net loss in tax revenue.
Since impact results frequently change due to incremental adjustments made during final design, tax loss estimates would likely differ than those presented in the FEIS / Section
4(f ) Evaluation. Once final design is completed, the MaineDOT would discuss with homeowners and businesses potentially impacted by the preferred build alternative. Maine law
only allows the MaineDOT to compensate landowners directly impacted by eminent domain acquisition; compensation cannot be made if a property merely abuts the highway.
Potential negative impact to the property values, tax revenues, and the economy of an area can be mitigated by implementing municipal land-use planning and zoning ordinances.
These tools can establish growth areas to help attract desired business and residential development. In accordance with 2008 changes to regulations (30-A MRSA §4314 subparagraph
3 – Rate of Growth, Zoning and Impact Fee Ordinances) the MaineDOT can assist in writing a municipal comprehensive land use plan or a stand-alone transportation plan to identify
areas of growth and development. As funding permits, the MaineDOT can assist in developing a master plan to direct growth occurring within 1,000 feet of highway access points.

14

99.1

Congestion: purpose of study not fully and
clearly explained; what exactly is the cause
of the congestion?

No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. The purpose of the study was explained in the DEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation.
In the study area, Route 1 has a lower capacity due to lower posted speed, frequent turns of vehicles to and from side streets, pedestrians crossing Main Street and side streets,
and vehicles entering or exiting the traffic stream from on-street parking spaces on Main Street. To a lesser extent, the moderate incline along Main Street from the Sheepscot
River through High Street, the at-grade railroad grade crossing, the pausing of buses and commercial trucks, and the curve in the roadway west of High Street contribute to
congestion. The resulting traffic-carrying capacity of Main Street is not great enough to handle the volume of traffic at peak times.

15

25.1
29.1
31.1
67.1
69.1

16

1.8

Construction impacts: EPA recommends
that measures be implemented to reduce
fine particle emissions emitted from diesel
engines during construction; the FEIS
should identify the construction mitigation
measures MaineDOT is committed to
implement.

17

2.11

Construction impacts: in Appendix
B, include sedimentation, fill, and
any excavation activities as major
considerations in addition to noted noise
impacts.

Comment noted. Sedimentation, fill, and excavation activities were added to Appendix B of the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation.

18

4.26

Construction impacts: It is not clear why
the discussion of impacts to wildlife from
construction activities is limited to only
work done in forested areas.

The majority of the study area is forested; the discussion of impacts to habitat was not limited to forested areas and included a discussion of impact to grasslands.

113.1
122.1
138.1
144.1

Congestion: this is only a problem during
the summer months.
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Comment noted. Congestion was thoroughly studied; results showed congestion in 2030 would expand further into the spring and fall months (MaineDOT 2008c).

Comment noted. There would be minor temporary impacts to air quality and noise during construction from the operation of equipment. Proper implementation and
maintenance of control measures (e.g., dust/erosion and sedimentation controls, properly fitted emission control devices and mufflers, etc.) would be used to minimize the
temporary impacts. Temporary impacts would cease upon completion of construction.
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Comment #

Summary of Substantive Comment

Response to Substantive Comment

19

1.6
3.12
3.13
4.27

Cumulative impacts: analysis should
include better information regarding
known/anticipated development as well as
other USACE permitted actions in the area;
provide better details on related regional
development impacts as well as impacts to
surface waters and aquatic habitat.

The MaineDOT considered the cumulative impacts on resources, ecosystems, and the community from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions that have altered
– or could alter – the quantity, quality, or context of those resources within the broader geographic scope.

20

7.6

Damariscotta bypass: why have business
benefits derived from this bypass not been
included in document?

Comment noted. Damariscotta is an example where a downtown business community has benefitted from a bypass. A summary of the economic benefits to local businesses
from the Damariscotta bypass were added to the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation.

21

24.1
32.1
74.2
78.3
109.1
112.5

Davis Island: development has changed
character of area and potential impacts
since the DEIS was completed.

Comment noted. The MaineDOT updated portions of the affected environment to show the recent development on Davis Island.

22

58.1

Displacements: an optician or optical shop
does not exist in village, but rather an
optometrist office.

Comment noted. The MaineDOT replaced “Optician & Optical Goods” with “Optometrist Office.”

23

3.9
3.21

Displacements: expand impact analysis to
include on-going aquaculture operation.

24

24.5

Distribution list: Amanda Russell is no
longer on Planning Board.

Comment noted.

25

24.3

Distribution list: do not use 803 Boothbay
Road as address for Edgecomb Town Hall;
use P.O. Box 139 instead.

Comment noted.

26

24.2

Distribution list: Frank Perkins is no longer
an Edgecomb Selectman; the new person is
John Johnson.

Comment noted.

27

24.4

Distribution list: put asterisk by Chief
Johnston’s name instead.

Comment noted.

28

86.1

DOT comments: Mr. Melrose said if the
townspeople of Wiscasset did not want a
bypass, MaineDOT would not build one.

No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. The MaineDOT and the FHWA are responsible for choosing a preferred alternative.

29

123.5
124.1

DOT does not pay attention to our
comments.

No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. The public involvement activities and program was detailed in the DEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation and is as part of the
administrative record. Comments received were reviewed by the MaineDOT. Substantive comments were identified and provided a response. In some cases, changes were made
to the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation due to issues raised by the substantive comments.

30

1.1
2.2
4.8

Eelgrass: vegetation survey needs to be
completed.

Comment noted. The MaineDOT conducted an eelgrass survey in June 2008 to locate eelgrass and record river substrate data in proximity to Alternative N2/N8c. Survey results
show the predominant subtidal substrate in the Sheepscot River is not suitable for eelgrass growth. The MaineDOT found 1.9 acres of eelgrass approximately 500 feet southwest
of Goose Island.

31

8.4

Emergency: include emergency crossover
lanes every 1.5 – 2.0 miles

32

3.4

Engineering: Are the proposed side slopes
true 4:1 slopes or are they a hinged design
to minimize impacts?

No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. There are no known aquaculture operations within the study area, Refer to http://www.maine.gov/dmr/aquaculture/
leaseinventory/sheepscotriver.htm, the Maine Department of Marine Resources’ web site for the Sheepscot River.

No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. The build alternatives would be two-lane roads and two lane roads cannot have emergency crossovers.
Embankments less than 15 feet in height would be constructed with a 4:1 slope, except in proximity to waters and wetlands, where slopes would be 2:1. Slopes greater than 15
feet in height would be constructed with a 2:1 slope.
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Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
Exhibit 2 – Responses to Substantive Comments (continued)
Index #

Comment #

Summary of Substantive Comment

Response to Substantive Comment

33

45.4
98.1

Englebrekt and Davis Island private wells No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. Known public and private wells within close proximity to the potential rights-of-way are shown in the FEIS / Section 4(f )
are not in DEIS; note that Wiscasset water Evaluation; the MaineDOT acknowledges that there are many private wells in the study area and these are not depicted on the map. Water and sewer service do not extend to Davis
and sewer now extends to Davis Island and island and Edgecomb.
Edgecomb

34

19.3
36.1
84.1
84.2
90.3
112.3

Englebrekt Road impacts: expand impact
analysis in this area; much of the cultural
and natural resources in this area are
underreported, e.g., 105 Englebrekt
Road historic house, ponds, wells, and
prehistoric/historic sites.

Comment noted. In 2008, the MaineDOT submitted a request to the MHPC for determination on whether the William Hodge Homestead at 105 Englebrekt Road should be
considered for potential eligibility for listing on the NRHP.
The MHPC examined the William Hodge Homestead at 105 Englebrekt Road and determined that it is not eligible for listing on the NRHP. Although the Hodge family contributed
to the broad pattern of settlement in the area during the 18th century, the original homestead has been disturbed and determined to lack much of its original integrity and
workmanship due to the addition of vinyl replacement windows. The property itself is considered ineligible as the setting has been altered by subdivision, land sale, and
subsequent construction of modern buildings.
No other response required. Prehistoric archeological sites are displayed as hatched areas to protect their exact locations.

35

84.4

Englebrekt Road impacts: land behind
Englebrekt Road is identified as forested
and undeveloped habitat, but has recently
been cleared for future development.

Comment noted. The MaineDOT updated portions of the affected environment to show the existing forest conditions in Edgecomb.

36

31.3
84.3
112.2
126.2

Englebrekt Road impacts: why is this area
considered a linear development instead of
neighborhood; entire family on this road is
going to get displaced.

Comment noted. The MaineDOT determined the Townhouses of Davis Island and the residential development along Englebrekt Road should be classified as neighborhoods.

37

90.4

Environmental impact: expand impact
analysis to include bird sanctuary.

38

4.4

Environmental impacts: acknowledge
agency concern about forest habitat
fragmentation and wetland impact
resulting from longer bypasses.

Comment noted. The MaineDOT would continue to refine the build alternatives in final design to further minimize impacts to forest habitat fragmentation and wetlands.

39

21.2

Environmental impacts: expand impact
analysis to include asphalt’s effects on
global warming and how removal of trees
directly impacts carbon dioxide absorption
and shade.

Comment noted. Climate change was addressed in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation.

40

3.17

Environmental impacts: include matrix that
covers all - instead of selected - natural
resource impacts.

No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. The MaineDOT used exhibits S.5 and 2.33 in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation to note distinct differences among the
No-build and build alternatives. The MaineDOT also generated a matrix summarizing the impacts to the natural environment, human environment and transportation and cost
considerations.

41

65.4
123.3

Environmental impacts: to insure there
will be no significant adverse effects from
the alternatives on the Holbrook/Rafter
property, expand impact analysis by
conducting water quality baseline study of
watershed leading to the Holbrook pond.

No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. The impacts to the streams leading to the Holbrook Pond have been identified and quantified. The MaineDOT’s Best
Management Practices would be implemented to maintain water quality for receiving waters and ponds.

42

2.6

Essential Fish Habitat Assessment: needs to
be prepared and included in document.

No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. Tidal waterfowl and wading-bird habitats have been mapped by MDIFW and were presented in the DEIS / Section 4(f )
Evaluation.

Comment noted. In 2008, the MaineDOT performed an Essential Fish Habitat assessment.

Tidal Managed Fisheries: Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act and Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996
Under Section 303(a)(7) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act, as amended, Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) must be properly described and identified for those species considered under
Federal Fishery Management Plans. EFH is defined as “those waters and substrate necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding or growth to maturity.” The EFH final rule,
published January 17, 2002 (50 CFR 600) summarizing EFH regulations, outlines additional interpretation of the EFH definition. These regulatory requirements are intended to
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Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
Exhibit 2 – Responses to Substantive Comments (continued)
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Comment #

Summary of Substantive Comment

42 (continued)

2.6

Essential Fish Habitat Assessment: needs to
be prepared and included in document.

Response to Substantive Comment
minimize, to the extent practicable, adverse effects on habitat caused by fishing or other non-fishing activities, and to identify other actions to encourage the conservation and
enhancement of EFH.
Federal agencies must consult with the NMFS for any actions or proposed actions authorized, funded, or undertaken that may adversely affect EFH. Per 50 CFR 600.810(a),
an adverse effect may consist of direct or indirect physical, chemical, or biological alterations of the waters or substrate or loss of, or injury to, benthic organisms, prey species
and their habitat, and other ecosystem components, if such modifications reduce the quality and/or quantity of EFH. Adverse effects to EFH may result from actions occurring
within EFH or outside EFH and may consist of site-specific or habitat-wide impacts, and individual, cumulative, or synergistic consequences of actions. In response to the EFH
consultation, the NMFS is required to provide EFH conservation recommendations to the Federal agency.
When the NMFS receives information regarding a Federal agency action that may adversely affect EFH, that agency must conduct an EFH Assessment. This assessment is a
review of the proposed project and its potential impacts to EFH. As set forth in the rules, EFH Assessments must consists of the following:
•
•
•
•

a description of the proposed action
an analysis of the effects, consisting of cumulative effects, of the action on EFH, the managed species, and associated species by life history stage;
the Federal agency’s views regarding the effects of the action on EFH; and
proposed mitigation, if applicable.

If appropriate, the assessment should consist of on-site inspection results, the views of recognized experts on the habitat or species affects, a literature review, an analysis of
alternatives to the proposed action, and other relevant information.
The NMFS has designated the immediate vicinity EFH for one or more species; an EFH Assessment was performed (MaineDOT 2008d).
Description of the Proposed Action
The MaineDOT and the FHWA have undertaken this study to evaluate transportation alternatives to reduce traffic congestion and improve safety along U.S. Route 1 (Route 1 or
Main Street) in Wiscasset Village and Edgecomb. A range of alternatives was proposed to address the transportation problems:
•
•
•
•

No-Build
N2/N8c
N2/N2h/N2f-1
N2/N2a/N2h-1

Essential Fish Habitat and Species of Concern
In the study area, the Sheepscot River bottom is primarily composed of a heavy layer of fine silt over sub-tidal mud; sub-tidal vegetation is very sparse. Downstream of Goose
Island, the river bottom varies between sand and gravel, gradually changing to unconsolidated muds toward Cod Cove. Salinity in the Sheepscot River ranges from 22-30 parts per
thousand (ppt) at the water surface and 29 ppt to 30 ppt at the river bottom (Hanks, 1964). Recksiek and McCleave (1973) reported fluctuations in salinity from a low of about 18
ppt in March and April to a high of about 30 ppt from June to December. Water depth in the study area is 50 feet or less, and 3 feet or less in the area between Goose Island and
Davis Island (MaineDOT 2008d).
Analysis of the Effects of the Action on EFH, the Managed Species, and Associated Species by Life History Stage
The No-Build Alternative would not impact EFH.
The build alternatives may adversely affect EFH due to bridge pier construction in the Sheepscot River. Construction impacts would depend on the type, number, and location of
piers and how long it would take to build them.
If built using cofferdams, the piers for Alternative N2/N8c would take approximately 32 weeks to construct; with drilled shafts, 40 to 60 weeks. The cofferdam piers for Alternative
N2/N2h/ N2f-1 would be constructed in 20-30 weeks; with drilled shafts, 40-60 weeks. The cofferdam piers for Alternative N2/N2a/N2h-1 would take approximately six weeks to
construct. Drilled shaft piers would not be recommended for Alternative N2/N2a/N2h-1 due to high cost.

Revised June, 2009
				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 25

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
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42 (continued)

2.6

Essential Fish Habitat Assessment: needs to
be prepared and included in document.

Response to Substantive Comment
The impacts from construction of a build alternative are temporary and occur during and following construction. The time for the individual or specific construction impacts to
dissipate varies with the type of activity performed and resource impacted; most construction impacts cease immediately after the activity in an area is completed. Other impacts
on aquatic resources, such as those by the bridge, could take years to recover to preconstruction conditions. Some construction impacts cannot be estimated at this time because
they depend on final design considerations or contractor decisions made before or during construction:
•
•
•
•

Location for staging and stockpiling equipment and materials
Timing and sequencing of construction
Specific construction methods and materials and equipment to use
Areas for the disposal of debris and excess earth material

Construction of the build alternatives may adversely affect EFH. EFH aquatic organism migration and feeding would be impacted by bridge construction noise and turbidity. Fish
are sensitive to the effects of intense sound waves. Extreme pressure changes can significantly impact species with swim bladders, such as the salmonids; these impacts could be
moderate or severe, gradual or instantaneous. Extreme pressure changes could result in severe injury or death (NMFS 2003).
Such severe effects generally occur when sound intensity exceeds 190 dBA. Sheet pile installation would create noise levels exceeding 180 dBA (MaineDOT, 2007a). Non fatal
injuries, such as permanent hearing damage and stress, frequently occur when levels exceed 180 dBA. Behavioral modification, such as avoidance and startle responses, are often
observed in fish when sound levels exceed 150 dBA. Some fish species are more sensitive than others to moderately intense (i.e., less than 180 dBA) noise levels.
Pile driving or drilling would increase the turbidity of the Sheepscot River. Some aquatic species are tolerant of turbidity, but Atlantic salmon are sensitive to increases of 50 mg/l
over baseline (NMFS, 2006). The build alternatives would create permanent impacts on the Sheepscot River bottom. These impacts would consist of loss of river bottom surface
area and some resorting of bottom sediments due to changes in the water flow around the piers. The direct loss of sub-tidal habitat is between 1,400 and 17,000 square feet,
which is 0.003 – 0.04% of the 1,000-acre sub-tidal habitat in the study area.
Pier placement would cause indirect impact to localized current velocities. Scour would occur on the upstream edge and side of the piers; deposition of coarser substrate would
occur downstream of the piers. Although this would change substrate conditions, it would not normally be considered a loss of sub-tidal habitat. Winter Flounder (juvenile and
adult) is the only species that may be affected by the change in substrate, as it prefers muds and fine substrates.
Migration of fish species such as Atlantic salmon would not be impacted by the bridges with the build alternatives as the tidal conditions of the Sheepscot River in the study area
overcome changes in velocity caused by the piers.
Vehicular-related pollution would be washed off the bridges into the Sheepscot River, but their effects on the EFH would be negligible due to dilution.
Federal Agency Views Regarding Effect of Action on Essential Fish Habitat
The NMFS reviewed and accepted the EFH Assessment (MaineDOT 2008x). The NMFS expects the MaineDOT would design bridge piers to minimize scour, and would use
construction strategies that reduce impacts to managed species.
Preliminary Conclusions
The study area is not optimal EFH for the majority of the target species. Primary EFH use is by mobile fish during the spring and summer. The Sheepscot River is wide enough
for these fish to avoid areas of active pier construction. Eggs and larvae of Windowpane Flounder and larvae of Winter Flounder are planktonic (i.e., float in the water column)
and would likely be unaffected by construction, as would planktonic prey species. Winter Flounder eggs are demersal, and many prey species are benthic infaunal and epifaunal
invertebrates. Upon completion of the EFH - and along with coordination with NMFS - the MaineDOT proposed modifying the original work window to avoid the February
through June Winter Flounder spawning season. After further coordination, the MDMR determined the Sheepscot River substrate within the project area is not suitable for Winter
Flounder spawning; therefore, the MaineDOT would use the 21-week period between November 8 and April 9 as the preferred work window.
Proposed Mitigation
Primary mitigation for potential impacts caused by the build alternatives would be to limit alterations in flow characteristics caused by pier design, and to limit noise and
vibration impacts during construction. According to NMFS, neither of two species listed under the ESA, Atlantic salmon and shortnose sturgeon are found in the study area
between November 8 and April 9th. Even though Shortnose sturgeon is not a managed species under Magnuson-Stevens Sustainable Fisheries act, Atlantic salmon is and this
yearly 21-week timeframe would be the optimum work window for construction in tidal waters. Winter flounder would be spawning Feb though June, and impacts to spawning
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42 (continued)

2.6

Essential Fish Habitat Assessment: needs to
be prepared and included in document.

43

45.1

Exhibit 1.7 on page 5: This indicates a free
flow traffic speed of 47 mph except early
afternoon in two months. The speed limit
through much of village is substantially less
than that, and my impression is that traffic
speed is less than that year round.

44

45.2

Exhibit 2.9 on page 27: Although presented
as a feature of No build, it is also described
but not shown as part of N2/N8c.

45

45.6

Crash reductions and safety benefits were calculated based on the average costs per crash and the Davey Bridge and proposed build alternative traffic volumes (MaineDOT,
Exhibit 4.22 on page 103: It is not clear why
2009x). The following assumptions were made prior to performing the calculations:
there is less crash benefit from N2/N8c – is
there less benefit at Route 27? If so, would a
•
Average non-bypass unit cost per crash = $50,000
better separation there help at a cost ratio
•
Average bypass unit cost per crash = $40,000
similar to the other alternatives? And what
would benefits be right now if a bypass was
•
Non-bypass crash rate = 208 per 100 million VMT
in place?
•
Bypass crash rate = 70 per 100 million VMT

should be minimized. As pier design becomes detailed, impacts from pier and pier construction would be analyzed further to determine the potential for effect. If it is determined
that there is a need during construction, additional measures, such as use of bubble curtains and turbidity monitoring, could reduce noise and sedimentation impacts during
construction.
Comment noted. The title of the exhibit was updated in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation.

Comment noted. The MaineDOT reworked the proposed intersection; it is shared by both the No-build alternative and Alternative N2/N8c. The MaineDOT changed the title of
the exhibit to read “Reconstructed Intersection of Route 1 and Cross Road (No-Build and N2/N8c Alternatives).”

To determine the total number of crashes, the MaineDOT multiplied the crash rate by the annual VMT for each roadway. For example:
•
•
•
•

Davey Bridge crashes in 2005: 24,663,000 VMT x 208 = 51
Davey Bridge (No-build Alternative) 2030 crash estimate: 31,789,000 VMT x 208 = 66
Alternative N2/N8c, Davey Bridge 2030 crash estimate: 19,981,000 VMT x 208 = 42
Alternative N2/N8c, bypass 2030 crash estimate: 21,565,000 VMT x 70 = 15

In this way, total 2030 crashes and crash costs could be estimated and compared across alternatives:
•
•
•
•

No-build (2030): 66 total crashes costing $3,300,000
Alternative N2/N8c (2030): 57 total crashes costing $2,700,000
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 (2030): 54 crashes costing $2,500,000
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h-1 (2030): 56 crashes costing $2,600,000

Updated estimates in crash reductions have been added to the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation.
Grade separation of traffic at the Route1 / 27 intersection could provide further reduction in crashes as compared to an at-grade intersection. The flyover ramp replaced the atgrade intersection for the No-build Alternative and Alternative N2/N8c. As a build alternative is not in place, current traffic volumes were not considered in the crash reduction
analysis.
46

45.3

Exhibits 2.14 on page 30 and 2.18 on
page 32: should include appropriate left
and right turn lanes at high volume tee
intersection where the existing Route 1 on
Davis Island would connect to N2/N8c.

47

45.7

Exhibits: Design for thirtieth highest hour
No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. The build alternatives are based on AASHTO guideline DHVs for the 30th highest hour, which is the industry standard.
should be supported by a graph of what
Traffic volumes for other hours are available and are part of the administrative record.
the (say 100 or more) highest hours are and
are projected to be.

Comment noted. Left and right turn lanes were added to Alternative N2/N8c and shown on the exhibits in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation. The conceptual design of the
interchanges and intersections would be revisited during final design.
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48

4.2
10.1

Gateway 1 project: need to consult with
steering committee for discussion and
consultation; mention if and how this will
be used in the NEPA process.

49

4.23

Comment noted. The build alternatives would be controlled-access, so there would be limited impact to adjacent land caused by induced development. The MaineDOT
Habitats of Wildlife Management Concern:
examined the smaller habitat blocks in the study area and determined with a build alternative:
expand impact analysis beyond the
100 acre undeveloped habitat blocks to
•
Large mammals such as moose and deer would experience an initial increase in mortality from vehicle crashes, but would eventually become acclimatized to the new
include smaller types of wildlife habitat
highway. Highway mortality would have a minor impact to the large mammal population in the study area. The MaineDOT would install grade separated crossings and
that currently exist in and around existing
fencing to reduce highway mortality, in accordance with the MaineDOT Waterway and Wildlife Crossing Policy (2008x).
development. Expand impact analysis using
•
Wide ranging animals using forested habitat, such as moose, black bear, and snowshoe hare, would be impacted by highway mortality. Some animals, such as the hare, may
site-specific project-related wildlife field
be more frightened of traffic and less inclined to cross the highway. Habitat reduction may reduce - but not eliminate - the local population. The MaineDOT would install
studies and discuss likely wildlife impacts
grade separated crossings and fencing to reduce highway mortality, in accordance with the MaineDOT Waterway and Wildlife Crossing Policy (2008x).
for undeveloped blocks, forest blocks, and
•
Animals such as raccoon, skunk, red squirrel, chipmunk, and wild turkey are animals that can use smaller amounts of habitat near residential areas. These animals would
grassland blocks by linking the analysis to
cross the highway and would use the adjacent habitat areas. Construction of a build alternative would increase highway mortality, but as these populations are stable in the
some of the wildlife species predicted to be
study area, there would only be a minor impact to the local population. Habitat reduction may reduce population numbers by removing feeding and resting habitat such
found in the study area (DEIS exhibit 3.9)
as roosting and nesting vegetation. The MaineDOT would install grade separated crossings and fencing in accordance with the MaineDOT Waterway and Wildlife Crossing
and including other types of wildlife habitat
Policy (2008x).
present in the study area.
•
Animals such as otter, fisher, mink and beaver are species that use streams and adjacent riparian areas to feed and travel. Construction of a build alternative would directly
affect the habitat by creating a barrier along the stream corridor. The MaineDOT would install grade separated crossings or large stream crossing structures to reduce
highway mortality, in accordance with the MaineDOT Waterway and Wildlife Crossing Policy (2008x).
•
Construction of a build alternative would impact forested habitat and buffers around forested interior blocks. This would impact forest interior dwelling birds, but raptors
and corvids may benefit from the extra open space. Nesting and foraging habitat of noise- and disturbance-intolerant song birds would be impacted and reduced.
•
Mole salamanders, snapping and painted turtles, garter snakes and related species are relatively slow and have low reproduction rates; these species would be highly
affected by highway mortality. Construction of a build alternative would directly affect the habitat by creating a barrier along the stream corridor. Travel and migration areas
would be impacted and populations would be reduced or degraded. The MaineDOT would install grade separated crossings or large stream crossing structures to reduce
highway mortality, in accordance with the MaineDOT Waterway and Wildlife Crossing Policy (2008x).
•
Construction of the build alternatives would impact warm-water fish, such as dace and stickleback, by blocking passage upstream and downstream of the highway. The
MaineDOT would install fish passage structures to reduce mortality, in accordance with the MaineDOT Waterway and Wildlife Crossing Policy (2008x).

50

4.24

Habitats of Wildlife Management Concern:
The discussion of impacts to the Lower
Sheepscot River Focus Area (page 95) lacks
specific discussion of how the alternatives
would affect wildlife habitat offered in this
state-identified focus area.

51

147.1

Interchanges: build a flyover at Edgecomb
going south.

Response to Substantive Comment
No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. Coordination between the Gateway 1 study and the Midcoast Bypass Task Force for this study has taken place and
would continue in the future. The results of this study would be incorporated into the Gateway 1 corridor plan.

Comment noted.
The No-build Alternative and Alternatives N2/N8c and N2/N2h/N2f-1 would not impact the Lower Sheepscot River Focus Area.
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h-1 would impact 77 acres of the Lower Sheepscot River Focus Area. The impact is to the 554-acre undeveloped habitat block G. Alternative N2/N2a/N2h1 would bisect undeveloped habitat block G, isolating 20 acres near the Sheepscot River shoreline. No tidal marshes in the Lower Sheepscot River Focus Area would be impacted
by the build alternatives.
Comment noted. The MaineDOT modified the No-build Alternative and Alternative N2/N8c to add a flyover at the intersection of Route 1 and Cross Road.
The intersection of Route 1 and Cross Road would be reconstructed as part of the No-build Alternative. Currently, drivers experience difficulty making left turns from Cross Road
north onto Route 1 south, resulting in a HCL and traffic congestion on Cross Road approaching Route 1.
The MaineDOT evaluated and designed a proposed flyover for the Route1 / Cross Road intersection so that the left turn from Cross Road could be made in one step. This could
be done by providing a flyover that connects to Cross Road, curves northeast, and bridges Route 1 and Cochran Road before curving west and southwest to connect with Route 1.
The driver finds a gap in traffic on Route 1 south and merges with the traffic on Route 1 south.
To ensure that Englebrekt Road residents could safely turn onto Route 1 north, the MaineDOT has added to the No-build alternative and Alternative N2/N8c a left turn lane west
of Englebrekt Road, with a jughandle on the south side of Route 1. This would require the left turn from Englebrekt Road to Route 1 north to be performed in three steps rather
than one. The first step would be for a driver on Englebrekt Road to find a gap in traffic on Route 1 south and turn right, then perform a short weave movement and enter a left
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51 (continued)

147.1

Interchanges: build a flyover at Edgecomb
going south.

Response to Substantive Comment
turn slot. The second step would be for the driver to find a gap in traffic on Route 1 north and turn left into the jughandle and curve south and east to a stop sign. The third step
would be for the driver to find a gap in traffic and accelerate and merge with the traffic on Route 1 north.
Drivers would be permitted to turn left from Route 1 south to Cross Road south only at Cross Road. Left-turn lanes would be provided on both approaches on Route 1 to Cochran
Road and Cross Road.
No climbing lanes would be provided on the Route 1 approaches to Cochran Road and Cross Road. This would help manage speeds through the intersections and minimize the
amount of property that would need to be acquired.

52

15.2

53

7.1
7.2
7.3
8.3
37.1
46.1
47.1
62.1
65.6

Interchanges: incorporating interchanges in Comment noted. The MaineDOT and the FHWA would construct interchanges according to technical design, construction and safety specifications standardized by the American
the Edgecomb area will create dangerous Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) and the MaineDOT design guide. Incorporating grade-separated interchanges at high volume intersections
traffic conditions.
has proved useful in reducing crashes.
71.1
73.1
76.2
87.1
116.2
118.3
126.3
130.1

Interchanges: request full interchanges
with Bypass at Route 27/Gardiner Road,
Route 218, and Old Bath Road, but also
ensure ramps do not impact village.

With Task Force assistance, the MaineDOT identified modifications to the build alternatives. These modifications would consist of replacing the original half-interchange with a
full interchange located between Routes 27 and 218. Service would be provided by a connector road linking the two routes. The modifications would provide full-service access to
both routes. A direct connection between Routes 27 and 218 would potentially reduce traffic on Federal and Main Streets.
A full interchange at Old Bath Road was not considered by the MaineDOT as it would increase impacts and the amount of property to be acquired.

54

5.5

Internet links: The link for the Maine
Cooperative Fish and Wildlife Research Unit
on page 154 is not valid. It is suggested
that one of these links be used instead:
http://www.wle.umaine.edu/Coop_Unit/
Annual%20Reports/unit%20report%20
2001.pdf
http://www.umaine.edu/MIAL/products.
htm

No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. The link was used as a source of information.

55

5.3

Internet links: There is a discussion
regarding the Maine Gap Analysis Program
(GAP). It may be beneficial to provide
the public with the internet link for this
information at:
http://gapanalysis.nbii.gov/portal/server.pt
?open+512&objID=207&PageID=0&cached
=true&mode=2&userID=2

Comment noted. The MaineDOT updated the Maine GAP program web link.

56

67.2

Just compensation: concerned that
No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. Property valuations would be based on the market value at the time of acquisition without any consideration of value
compensation will be based on home
change due to the project influence.
appraisal after a drop in price due to bypass
impact, rather than original true-value
price.

57

114.1

Local access: concerned that alternatives
No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. The build alternatives would reduce traffic in Wiscasset, allowing easier access to, from and within the Village. During
will cause more rather than less of a
final design, the MaineDOT would refine the intersection design at Old Bath Road and Route 1.
problem for local residents to easily exit the
village.
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Index #

Comment #

Summary of Substantive Comment

58

4.11
12.1
12.2
12.7
12.10
72.1
104.1

Maine Coast Heritage Trust: impact analysis
of this privately-owned conservation area
needs to be discussed.

Response to Substantive Comment
Comment noted. The Maine Coast Heritage Trust (MCHT) received a conservation easement for a 163-acre parcel on Clark Point in June 1984 (amended September 1996) from
Victoria Crandell. The MCHT is a statewide land trust that conserves and stewards Maine’s coastal lands and islands. The conservation easement preserves the property against
commercial, industrial or mining activities, apartment buildings or multi-family housing units, trailers, mobile homes, bridges or causeways, billboards, prominent antennas for
tele-communications and radar, and excessively bright light. The conservation easement states the land is only to be used for single family residential or conservation purposes,
with minor exceptions for uses such as a home industry, a bed and breakfast, a restaurant, the renting of structures, and professional offices such as doctor or lawyer’s offices. The
conservation easement states if uncertainty should arise in the interpretation of the easement, judgment should be made in favor of conserving the protected and benefited
properties in their natural and scenic state.
The No-build Alternative and Alternative N2/N8c would not impact the property protected by the MCHT conservation easement. Alternatives N2/N2h/N2f-1 and N2/N2a/N2h-1
would impact 2.6 and 1.6 acres of the parcel, respectively. Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 would also bisect 3.8 acres from the remaining ~160-acre conserved parcel.

59

45.5
86.2
90.1
112.1
112.4
148.2

Comment noted. The MaineDOT updated the map showing Clark’s Point subdivision and Edgecomb’s zoning and residential structures in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation.
Maps inaccurate: Edgecomb zoning is
outdated; many residential homes are not
No further comment required. The Wiscasset Community Center and subdivisions are noted in FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation, and prehistoric archeological sites are displayed on
shown; the recreation center is not shown;
the maps as hatched areas to protect their exact locations. The Franzen cemetery was located and found to be outside the study area.
and prehistoric and historic site maps are
incorrect and do not show ancient shell
heaps in Wiscasset or Edgecomb or any
information on the studies done by state
preservation; the Wiscasset subdivision is
not clearly shown; the cemetery on Franzen
property is not shown.

60

1.3
2.4
3.15
4.28

Mitigation: examine this issue in more
detail, use additional techniques beyond
preservation, and closely coordinate with
state and federal permitting and natural
resource agencies.

Comment noted. One of the purposes of the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation is to detail mitigation measures.
Compensatory mitigation
Wetlands
Prospective compensatory mitigation opportunities for the unavoidable wetland impacts from the build alternatives were identified within the Sheepscot River and neighboring
watersheds. Opportunities were identified through the use of existing reports, GIS information, and field data. Initial contacts were made with representatives from MDIFW,
MDOC, MDEP, Maine State Planning Office, the Natural Resource Conservation Service, The Nature Conservancy, and the Sheepscot Valley Conservation Association to learn
about local conservation initiatives that could provide suitable mitigation. These opportunities consist of specific restoration sites and broader areas identified as local or regional
conservation priorities.
The following is a summary of the MaineDOT’s approach to identifying measures to compensate for impacts to Waters of the U.S. The options below are conceptual and
additional information would be prepared at the time of site review and selection.
The build alternatives are on new alignments and no on-site opportunities exist to restore previously disturbed wetlands. No on-site compensation areas were identified.
In 2002, the MaineDOT entered into a cost sharing agreement with the USACE to perform a tidal restriction study from the northern boundary of the Scarborough Marsh to the
Sheepscot River. In this area, 272 crossing sites were identified of which 58 sites were selected for preliminary review. These sites were reviewed and 13 options were chosen for
more detailed study and tidal monitoring. Five of these sites were on state roads; the remaining 8 sites were town-owned. The study found that the southern mid-coast area has
numerous tidal marshes with severe tidal restrictions.
The sites with the greatest potential for tidal restoration were on town road crossings in the towns of Bath, Woolwich, Westport, Harpswell, and Phippsburg. The marsh area that
would potentially be restored by removal of the tidal restriction ranges in size from 1 acre to 30 acres. Mitigation would be provided by removing the tidal restriction at one or
more of these sites. Site selection and implementation would require additional hydraulic and biologic studies and coordination with land owner(s) before a site(s) is selected.
The MaineDOT is working with the USACE on an Umbrella Mitigation Bank. One of the sites proposed for deposit in this bank is the Sherman Marsh site in Newcastle. This site
was a freshwater lake from 1930 until 2005 when a dam constructed under Route 1 breached during a storm event. The MaineDOT and the resource agencies negotiated the
options for the site including dam reconstruction or salt marsh restoration. At the request of the resource agencies, the MaineDOT decided not to rebuild the dam and began
implementation of a salt marsh restoration project for future wetland compensation purposes. The MaineDOT has conducted extensive vegetative, fisheries and benthic,
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Index #

Comment #

Summary of Substantive Comment

60 (continued)

1.3
2.4
3.15
4.28

Mitigation: examine this issue in more
detail, use additional techniques beyond
preservation, and closely coordinate with
state and federal permitting and natural
resource agencies.

Response to Substantive Comment
mammal, avian and herpetile monitoring, and mapping Phragmites establishment and using an integrated pest management plan for control.
In the summer of 2008, the MaineDOT reconstructed the primary channel to ensure the stability of the Route 1 bridge footings and increase the channel depth for greater tidal
exchange upstream. In addition, a secondary channel would be constructed under the bridge to dramatically increase tidal inundation to the upper marsh. Baseline data has been
collected and would be used to compare before and after construction results of tidal elevations. Mitigation would consider the use of this restoration bank credit.
Mitigation would be implemented by the MaineDOT as a traditional permitee - responsible compensation project or through payment of a compensation fee to the Maine DEP
In-lieu Fee (ILF) compensation program, or a combination of both, depending on the mitigation option or options selected by the regulatory and resource agencies during final
design. The MaineDOT would review the proposed mitigation projects for implementation in the Casco Bay Coast Biophysical Region for use with the ILF Program. Based on these
options at the time of permitting, mitigation for this study may propose using ILF in-part compensation.
Mitigation would be provided through preservation of significant wetland and upland habitats within the Sheepscot River watershed in proximity to existing preserves, wildlife
management area, or other lands dedicated to conservation. The Sheepscot River is 58 miles long and the watershed covers approximately 364 square miles. The Sheepscot River
transitions from freshwater non-tidal upstream of the dam in Alna, through a brackish- tidal section to the lower tidal portions below Wiscasset. Habitats found in the watershed
are freshwater tributaries and wetlands, inland and coastal wading bird and waterfowl habitats, shorebird feeding areas, deer wintering areas, and brackish tidal marshes and salt
marshes.
Search efforts would identify prospective sites in towns in the watershed either within existing MNAP Beginning with Habitat Focus Areas, or in priority areas identified in local
watershed, conservation, or comprehensive land use plans. In 2005, the MaineDOT partially funded a MNAP project that resulted in the identification of six new focus areas along
the Maine coast, and the revision of the boundaries of 14 existing coastal focus areas. Areas containing riparian habitat, large unfragmented habitat blocks, wildlife corridors, rare
species or significant natural communities, or that protect water quality and that are under threat from residential, commercial or industrial development, would be reviewed and
considered for preservation. Protection of these areas would ensure that the integrity of important habitats for fish and wildlife and water quality are maintained.
Existing surveys of road and stream crossings, non-point pollution sources, and riparian buffers in the watershed would be reviewed for potential sites that could be completed
as a stand-alone project or in conjunction with other mitigation options. Sediment eroded from driveways, roads, developed and agricultural areas can degrade in-stream habitat
for Atlantic salmon and other important fish species in the watershed.
Under this approach, the MaineDOT would seek to coordinate land preservation and habitat restoration activities for wetland mitigation. This compensation package would
consist of wildlife habitat passage mitigation measures, existing regional planning initiatives such as the Gateway 1 study, and/or with the land protection efforts of local
conservation organizations such as the Sheepscot Valley Conservation Association.
Vernal Pools
Severing vernal pool dispersal habitat would impact amphibian migration patterns. Successful migration would depend upon mitigation structures and funnel fencing to
safely guide amphibians to and from vernal pools. Improper structure size and inadequate fencing installation, and breaches in the fencing, can reduce the effectiveness of these
mitigation strategies. Some wildlife would simply not use the structures. The MaineDOT’s policy on addressing wildlife habitat fragmentation and disruption is spelled out in the
Waterway and Wildlife Crossing Policy and Design Guide (2008x).
The MaineDOT would construct amphibian passage structures under the build alternatives and would install funneling fencing to guide amphibian migration. The exact
locations of these structures would be determined during final design and would consist of the following areas:
•
•
•
•
•

Installation of a 4-foot or greater culvert under the N2 portion of the build alternatives (near station 40) to connect vernal pools 1 and 2 with dispersal habitat located to the
west and northwest.
Installation of a 4-foot or greater culvert under the N2 portion of the build alternatives (near station 45) to connect vernal pool 3 with dispersal habitat to the east and
northeast.
Installation of a 4-foot or greater culvert under the N2 portion of the build alternatives (near station 70) to connect vernal pool 7 with dispersal habitat to the south.
Installation of a 4-foot or greater culvert under Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 (near station 180) to connect vernal pool 5 with dispersal habitat to the west.
Installation of a 4-foot or greater culvert under Alternative N2/N2a/N2h-1 (near station 185-190) to connect vernal pool 4 with dispersal habitat to the west.
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Summary of Substantive Comment

60 (continued)

1.3
2.4
3.15
4.28

Mitigation: examine this issue in more
detail, use additional techniques beyond
preservation, and closely coordinate with
state and federal permitting and natural
resource agencies.

Response to Substantive Comment
Wildlife and High Value Wildlife Habitat
Mitigation measures for impacts to wildlife and high value wildlife habitat would consist of reviewing the bypass for opportunities for animal passage and animal/vehicle crash
reduction. This would be done during final design. Dedicated passage structures and modifications to bridges over and under low volume roads would be considered. The actual
strategies would be based on adjacent habitat conditions and highway design features.
The MaineDOT would coordinate with state and federal permitting and natural resource agencies during the development of compensatory mitigation programs.

61

4.30

Mitigation: explain that wildlife passage
structures are not sufficient mitigation for
impacts to habitat blocks as outright loss
and fragmentation cannot be mitigated,
and expand this discussion to include
a broader consideration of potential
mitigation measures.

Comment noted. Wildlife can be affected through highway mortality, loss of habitat, fragmentation of habitat, and disruption of travel corridors (Jackson and Griffin, 2000).
Successful wildlife passage depends upon mitigation structures and funnel fencing to safely guide wildlife from one side of the highway to the other. The MaineDOT’s policy on
addressing wildlife habitat fragmentation and disruption is spelled out in the Waterway and Wildlife Crossing Policy and Design Guide (2008x): It is expected that wildlife mortality
can be reduced by use of passage structures.
The Maine NRPA contains specific regulatory standards relating to wildlife and wildlife habitat not otherwise covered under the federal Endangered Species Act or Migratory
Waterfowl Act, or the Maine Endangered Species Act. Section 480-D (3) of the NRPA states that a permit would be granted provided that an “activity would not unreasonably harm
any significant wildlife habitat, freshwater wetland plant habitat, threatened or endangered plant habitat, aquatic or adjacent upland habitat, travel corridor, freshwater, estuarine
or marine fisheries habitat or other aquatic life.” For state-listed endangered or threatened species, proactive consultation with MDIF&W is required to assess potential adverse
impacts on any part of the species life cycle or core habitat.
For purposes of projects/activities under the jurisdiction of the NRPA, “significant wildlife habitat” is further specified in Section 480-B (10) of that law. The MaineDOT is a partner
with the MDIFW in the development of the Statewide Wildlife Conservation Plan and the subsequent implementation of the Wildlife Action Plan, which consists of consideration
of these regulated species. This partnership is consistent with FHWA guidance issued for the implementation of Sections 6001 and 6002 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient
Transportation Equity Act – A Legacy for Users (2005). (SAFETEA-LU) Regulatory and resource agencies reviewing proposed projects/activities falling under the federal jurisdiction
of the USACE typically consider wildlife passage for species not considered threatened or endangered in relation to the use of riparian and wetland areas as primary habitat or
travel corridors. State and federal threatened or endangered species are considered under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 and/or the Maine Endangered Species Act, under
which USFWS and MDIF&W determine what accommodations must be made for species and habitat protection, and when incidental take permits are appropriate.
Wildlife passage and design criteria is a relatively new concept in Maine and New England. However, work in other states incorporates several basic concepts applicable to
Maine’s transportation systems. Based on current research, design considerations for wildlife passages consist of the following guidelines:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Species Present
Suitable Habitat
Appropriate Size
Placement Near or Within Natural Movement Corridors (if known)
Minimal Human Activity
Funneling/Fencing
Wildlife Accessibility
Ongoing Maintenance and Monitoring
Natural Substrate
Lighting

Mitigation measures for impacts to wildlife and high value wildlife habitat would consist of reviewing the bypass for opportunities for animal passage and animal/vehicle crash
reduction. This would be done during final design. This would take into account dedicated passage structures as well as modifications to bridges over and under low volume
roads. The actual strategies would be based on adjacent habitat conditions and highway design features.
62

4.29

Mitigation: The DEIS does not discuss any
identified opportunities for compensation
of impacts to freshwater wetlands.
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Comment noted. One of the purposes of the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation is to detail mitigation measures. Mitigation measures are detailed in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation.
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63

4.14
4.17

Comment noted. The MaineDOT noted in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation that the build alternatives would increase highway mortality to wildlife and create a barrier to
Mortality, travel corridor disruption,
wetland contamination: Expand the impact migration for amphibians using vernal pools. Also noted was that post construction runoff would contain pollution generated from roadway de-icing chemicals, tire and break
pad residue and atmospheric deposition; this pollution would potentially contaminate nearby wetlands, and would be addressed in the stormwater control plan.
analysis to include increased amphibian
mortality caused by roads. In addition, the
discussion of impacts to wildlife and wildlife
habitat seems inappropriately limited to
how wildlife habitat would be impacted
(i.e., lost by the various alternatives).
Although direct habitat loss is an important
consequence to be considered, new
roads usually have other consequences
for wildlife including disruption of travel
corridors, mortality from vehicle collisions,
and chemical contamination of wetlands
and other habitats. While some of these
issues are briefly touched on in this section,
the discussion of impacts should be
broadened to more thoroughly evaluate
problem impacts to wildlife and their
habitats.

64

2.5

National Geodetic Survey markers: any
potential disturbance requires 90 day
advance notice.

65

3.2
3.19
3.23

Navigation: discuss new bridge impact to
existing and potential navigational use in
the river, and reference Section 9 of the
Rivers and Harbors Act.

Comment noted. The No-Build and build alternatives would not impact navigation. The height of the Davey Bridge is the controlling structure for navigation in the portion of
the Sheepcot River in the study area. The bridges with the build alternatives would be as high as the Davey Bridge, and would be high enough to safely pass over the railroad and
permit current forms of water transit. A reference to Section 9 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 was added to the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation.

66

3.20

Navigation: Note Edgecomb’s Special
Anchorage designation by USCG.

Comment noted. The Edgecomb Special Anchorage designation consists of three separate areas located between 500 - 1,000 feet off the western shore of Davis Island. A 4.4 acre
anchorage for boats over 27 feet is located immediately north of the Davey Bridge, and 9.1-acre and 18.5-acre anchorages are located south of the Davey Bridge for boats 27 feet
and under and for transient vessels, respectively (2009).

67

3.22

Navigation: The EIS should also note
Wiscasset’s plans for accommodating
small coastal cruise ships and potentially
developing a terminal facility just north of
the Davey Bridge.

No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. The Town of Wiscasset has no plans to accommodate cruise ships or to construct a marina in Wiscasset at this time (A.
Faucher, 2009).

68

7.5
11.1
31.2
34.1
65.5
114.3
123.4
131.1

Noise: why the noise analysis has
Comment noted. Noise barriers were considered. Noise barriers were determined to be feasible for impacted receptors except for the property in NSA 5. However, no barrier was
concluded that mitigation is not required;
determined to be reasonable, because the abatement measures considered exceeded the $30,000 per benefited residence criteria (MaineDOT 2008x).
request MaineDOT consider mitigation that
is above and beyond that which is required.

69

149.1

Public relations: advertisement of meetings
has not been sufficient.

Comment noted. Coordination with the U.S. Geological Survey to identify geodetic survey markers would be performed during final design and prior to construction.

No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. The MaineDOT provided notices of public meetings in accordance with applicable laws.
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Comment #
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70

5.4

References: The Cowardin reference (page
153) should be cited as follows, and the
correct link is included below: Cowardin,
L. M., V. Cater, F.C. Golet, E.T. LaRoe. 1979.
Classification of wetlands and deepwater
habitats of the United States. U.S.
Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife
Service, Washington D.C. Jamestown, ND:
Northern Prairie Wildlife Research Center
Online. http://www.npwrc.usgs.gov/
resource/wetlands/classwet/index.htm
(Version 04DEC1998)

Comment noted. The MaineDOT changed the citation in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation.

71

3.1

Regulations: reference Fish & Wildlife
Coordination Act.

Comment noted. The MaineDOT referenced the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation.

72

4.5

Regulations: Suggest you also mention
NEPA regulations, at Section 1502.14,
require that the no action (or no build)
alternative must be evaluated in the
alternatives analysis of an EIS.

73

6.1

Road access: alternatives would close
Cochran Road access to Route 1.

74

1.4
1.5
3.11

Secondary impacts: expand impact
analysis beyond 1,000 foot buffer around
interchanges; DEIS needs to have improved
analysis and better supported assumptions
of environmental impacts on predicted
induced growth.

Comment noted. The MaineDOT referenced 40 CFR Part 1502.14 in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation requiring that the No-build alternative must be evaluated in the alternatives
analysis of an environmental impact statement.

No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. Access would be maintained to and from Cochran Road in all build and no-build alternatives.
Comment noted. The MaineDOT updated the build-out analysis using a 0.5 mile radius and estimated future construction using the annual average number of building permits
issued in Wiscasset and Edgecomb.
The results of the build-out analysis conclude:
•
•
•
•

Interchange with Old Bath Road and Route 1: total induced development would be 60 new residences on at least 60 acres (forest and grassland), and 8 new businesses on 8
acres (primarily grassland).
Interchange with Gardiner Road: total induced development would be 20 new residences on at least 20 acres (forest and grassland).
Interchange with Route 1 on Davis Island: total induced development would be 10 new residences on at least 10 acres (primarily forest), and 5 new businesses on 5 acres
(primarily forest and grassland).
Interchange with Route1 / Route27 and Route 1 / Atlantic Highway: total induced development would be 20 residences on at least 20 acres (primarily forest) and 15 new
businesses on at least 15 acres (primarily grassland).

If induced development in the areas with the new intersection and interchanges is primarily commercial, traveler-oriented businesses, they would be generally consistent with
the existing land uses and zoning—especially where the build alternatives would connect with Route 1 on either Davis Island or in Edgecomb. The impacts to existing residential
uses from induced development (if the existing uses are not converted to commercial or other uses) would consist of an increase in the suburban character of the area from
increased development with the associated aesthetic effects on neighboring residents.
Commercial and residential development would occur with the No-build Alternative; however, it may occur more quickly with implementation of a build alternative. Because
commercial and residential development would occur and succeed without implementation of a build alternative, it would not be considered a secondary impact solely
connected to the build alternatives. Other dynamic regional economic and development trends would have a more important influence on the establishment of those uses than
the construction of the build alternatives. The towns of Wiscasset and Edgecomb would control new development in those areas through their planning and approval processes.
Development would be guided by the towns’ comprehensive plans and zoning ordinances.
75

5.1
5.2

Section 4(f ) Evaluation: bullets on pages
121 and 150 are inconsistent.
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76

11.2
65.1
65.3
123.1

Section 4(f ) Evaluation: continue to address
No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. The MaineDOT addressed adverse effects on the Wiscasset historic resources and has been consulting with the MHPC.
adverse effects on the Wiscasset historic
resources identified in the study; continue
The Sortwell Farm represents the only farmstead within the Wiscasset Historic District that has remained largely intact as a single parcel. The retention of those boundaries
to consult with the MHPC; expand impact
allows one to easily understand the settlers’ use of the land and development patterns during the 18th and 19th centuries. In comparison, the Rafter Farm has since been
analysis to include Foote/Coffin/Grant/
subdivided among various landowners. Additionally, the main Rafter house and remaining barn are contained on a separate parcel that further isolates them from their farmland
Rafter Farm
context and connections. The original character and extent of the Rafter farmstead is not readily recognized based on these modern development patterns. This contrasts sharply
with the Sortwell parcel which has maintained a relative continuity that is more in keeping with its agricultural heritage.
The Foote/Coffin/Grant/Rafter Farm was reviewed by the MHPC and found to be not eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places.
The Oak Grove site near the Rafter Farm served as the site where the Wiscasset Fire Society meetings were held. Based upon a site review, the MaineDOT determined that
relocation of the proposed alignment to avoid the Rafter property would result in the taking and displacement of two residences. Since the original alignment results in no
displacements, the MaineDOT determined the alignment should remain as indicated on the preliminary plans, though a minor adjustment to the westerly portion of the
alignment may be possible to minimize or eliminate cutting off a portion of the Rafter property from the rest of the property. This minor adjustment in the westerly portion of the
alignment would be considered during final design.

77

152.1

Section 4(f )/Section 106: don’t believe that
the Wiscasset historic district exists; MHPC
says it is not legally designated.

No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. The Wiscasset Historic District was added to the National Register of Historic Places in 1973 (NR Control Numbers:
PH0004449; PH0004413; PH000527).

78

57.2
88.4

Section 4(f )/Section 106: error on page
s8; why would there be impact to the
Wiscasset Historic District and Sortwell
Farm under the No-build option?

Comment noted. The No-build Alternative would not have an adverse effect on the Sortwell Farm; the No-build Alternative would have an adverse effect on the Sortwell House.
The build alternatives would not have an adverse effect on the Sortwell House, but would have an adverse effect on the Sortwell Farm.

79

49.2

Section 4(f )/Section 106: Sheepscot River
Railroad Bridge will be adversely affected
by alternative N2/N2h.

80

4.31

Section 7 Endangered Species Act: A
description of the physical extent of the
Gulf of Maine Distinct Population Segment
should be revised to read as follows:
‘The GOM DPS encompasses all naturally
reproducing remnant populations of
Atlantic salmon downstream of the former
Edwards Dam site on the Kennebec River
northward to the mouth of the St. Croix
River.’

81

3.5

Section 7 Endangered Species Act: another
nearby project noted an Atlantic sturgeon
issue – recheck with MDMR and NMFS to
see if needs to be included.

No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. Atlantic sturgeon is not a listed or proposed threatened or endangered species.

82

2.8
4.7

Section 7 Endangered Species Act: Atlantic
salmon and shortnose sturgeon are actually
listed as endangered, not threatened as
noted on page 49 in document

Comment noted. The MaineDOT updated the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation to note Atlantic salmon and shortnose sturgeon are listed as endangered.

83

2.7
4.3
4.25
4.32

Section 7 Endangered Species Act:
Informal consultation has occurred with
the agencies, but probable impacts to
endangered species requires initiation of
formal consultation.

The No-build and build alternatives would have an adverse effect on the Wiscasset Historic District.
No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. Alternative N2/N2h has been dismissed from further study.

Comment noted. The MaineDOT revised the sentence and added the following statement:
The Existing GOM DPS of Atlantic salmon encompasses all naturally reproducing remnant populations of Atlantic salmon from the Kennebec River downstream of the former
Edwards Dam site, northward to the mouth of the St. Croix River. The proposed Expanded GOM DPS Geographic Range is comprised of all anadromous Atlantic salmon whose
freshwater range occurs in the watersheds from the Androscoggin River northward along the Maine coast to the Dennys River, including all associated conservation hatchery
populations used to supplement natural populations. In addition, on September 5th, 2008, the National Marine Fisheries Service Northeast Region (NMFS) proposed designation
of Critical Habitat for the GOM DPS pursuant to Section 4(b)(2) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Under the ESA, a species’ critical habitat (CH) refers to the physical, chemical
and biological features, or primary constituent elements, that are essential for its survival and reproduction. Therefore, the rationale for designating CH is that particular habitats,
when lost, are disproportionately limiting to populations and therefore must be prioritized for protection.

Comment noted. On December 19, 2007 the NMFS determined the build alternatives would potentially impact ESA-listed species. The MaineDOT would continue informal
consultation with the NMFS and complete Biological Assessments for species and designated Critical Habitat prior to FHWA issuing a ROD.
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Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
Exhibit 2 – Responses to Substantive Comments (continued)
Index #

Comment #

Summary of Substantive Comment

Response to Substantive Comment

84

19.2
90.2
140.1

Section 7 Endangered Species Act: expand
impact analysis to include bald eagle
nesting site.

No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. Two bald eagle nesting sites exist near Wiscasset and Edgecomb, but are not within the study area.

85

2.10
4.10
4.34

Section 7 Endangered Species Act: note
that Atlantic Salmon responsibility is shared
between the NMFS, USFWS, and MDMR.

Comment noted. The MaineDOT noted in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation that responsibility for the Atlantic salmon is shared between the NMFS, the USFWS, and the MDMR.

86

2.9

Section 7 Endangered Species Act: remove
text regarding endangered fish becoming
acclimatized to changes in the Sheepscot
River, as statement is not supported.

Comment noted. The MaineDOT removed text stating endangered fish would become acclimatized to changes in the Sheepscot River.

87

82.1
116.1

Southern interchange: the Route 1/Old
Bath Road reconstruction is not going to
work; southbound drivers will instead turn
left onto Flood Avenue and exit Route 1
further south.

No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. Drivers heading southbound from the Wiscasset Village would be able to reach Route 1 southbound more easily by
using the on-ramp from Old Bath Road than by attempting to make a left turn onto Route 1 from Flood Avenue.

88

1.7

Stormwater runoff: The DEIS is missing any
discussion or quantification of the increase
in stormwater volume and pollutant
load, post construction, from increased
stormwater runoff.

Comment noted. Post-construction volumes and pollutant load were not factored into build alternative comparisons. However, the MaineDOT is required to comply with MDEP
Chapter 500 Stormwater Management Rules Basic and General Standards.
The Stormwater Management Rules address both stormwater quality and quantity during the construction process and for post construction runoff. The MaineDOT and the
MDEP signed a Memorandum of Agreement (updated 2007x) to address how state transportation system projects would meet the Stormwater Management Rules. The MaineDOT
would require contractors to follow the MaineDOT Best Management Practices for Erosion and Sedimentation Control and develop a Soil Erosion and Water Pollution Control
Plan (SEWPCP) during construction (2008x). The standards required in this plan exceed the requirements of Chapter 500 Basic Standards. The MaineDOT Surface Water Quality
Unit would have approval and implementation oversight of the SEWPCP. The SEWPCP Best Management Practices would reduce construction activity-related sedimentation
by minimizing clearing and erosion within a 500-foot buffer of a stream. Although increased turbidity is anticipated during culvert installation, it would be temporary. Best
Management Practices would isolate culvert installation from flowing water and replacing landscape plantings to absorb contaminants and minimize erosion.
The build alternatives are expected to increase post construction stormwater volumes and pollutant load. Impervious surfaces decrease the natural attenuation of runoff and
would potentially impact natural stream channels. Stormwater volumes and culvert requirements would be evaluated and considered during final design. Post construction
runoff would consist of pollution generated from tire and break pad residue, atmospheric deposition, and de-icing chemicals.
The MaineDOT anticipates an increase in the amount of de-icing chemicals used as part of winter maintenance with the build alternatives over the no-build alternative. De-icing
chemicals with chlorides (primarily rock salt) are used to combat the effects of snow, sleet, and ice. The amount of chlorides required is primarily dependent upon the type of
corridor, the desired LOS, the condition of the pavement, and the specifics of the storm (i.e., temperature, time of day, duration, etc.). Although traffic volumes are a consideration
in snow and ice control activities, they do not dictate a proportional increase or decrease in the amount of chlorides that are necessary to treat the roads.
Early application of salt brine and rock salt are being used on many roads to prevent snow and ice from bonding to the road surface. This approach requires less salt than would
be required to de-ice a road after packed snow and ice has bonded to the road. With early application of salt brine and rock salt, roads clean up more quickly after storms.
The MaineDOT is continually investigating and evaluating snow and ice control industry standards, and updating its salt priority program in an effort to judiciously use salt while
providing safe and effective traffic movement.
Since the anticipated increase in stormwater pollutant load would potentially contaminate wetlands and streams, it would be addressed in the stormwater control plan to
minimize impacts.
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Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
Exhibit 2 – Responses to Substantive Comments (continued)
Index #

Comment #

Summary of Substantive Comment

Response to Substantive Comment

89

4.6

Streams: It would be useful (particularly
for the evaluation of project impacts in
Chapter 4) to include a ‘best professional
judgment’ regarding the fish species likely
to use each stream based on the habitat
type(s) present and knowledge of other
similar streams in the general vicinity.

Comment noted. Information gathered by the MDIFW and a survey performed by the MaineDOT found the streams in the study area would likely consist of seven freshwater
species (2008x):
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Creek chub
White sucker
Nine-spine stickleback
Four-spine stickleback
Black-nosed dace
Eel
Golden shiner

90

4.12

Streams: We encourage MaineDOT to
consider the use of open bottom arches
at stream crossings to maintain a natural
stream bottom through the crossing area
and to minimize impacts on the passage of
aquatic life including fish, amphibians and
reptiles, and mammals.

Comment noted. Stream crossing structures would be designed in accordance with the MaineDOT policy on fish passage, entitled Waterway and Wildlife Crossing Policy and
Design Guide (2008x)

91

21.4
23.4
25.2
48.1
49.1

Traffic diversion: basic assumptions of the
traffic analysis are questionable; MaineDOT
needs to better explain traffic diversion
and show why drivers would use a longer
bypass alternative instead of staying on
Route 1 through town.

Non-divertible drivers are classified as those whose ultimate destinations suggest, in nearly every instance, a consistent preference for one route over another. For example, the
MaineDOT could reasonably assume a commercial vehicle traveling from Boothbay Harbor with a downtown Wiscasset destination would nearly always prefer to use the Davey
Bridge over a bypass. On the other hand, vacationers traveling north on Route 1 with destinations beyond Wiscasset would be an example of divertible traffic; travelers would
have a choice in using either route, and are thus potentially open to diversion away from the Davey Bridge. The MaineDOT traffic models showed substantial differences between
build alternative traffic diversion estimates: traffic would prefer to remain on the Davey Bridge if given the choice of a longer build alternative, but would be more likely to use a
shorter build alternative if it was available. The build alternatives that captured the most divertible traffic were, from highest to lowest, N2/N8c, N2/N2h/N2f-1, and N2/N2a/N2h-1.
Transportation modeling technical specialist Eric Pihl (from the FHWA Resource Center in Lakewood, Colorado) was asked to provide an independent peer review of the
MaineDOT’s traffic analysis (2008x). Mr. Pihl observed the MaineDOT used diversion methodology, assumptions, and a traffic model that are widely implemented across the
country by the majority of traffic software applications. Research shows that although other models exist, they provide very similar results. The reviewer concluded the selected
approach is consistent with current transportation modeling practices.

92

23.5

Traffic diversion: The DEIS needs to clearly
state, and answer, the following four
questions: What is the relative efficiency
in 2030 in capturing the SADT divertable
traffic? What will be the residual SADT
through Main Street and over Davey Bridge
in 2030? In what year will the residual SADT
through Main Street and over Davey Bridge
return to 1980 levels? What will be the
effect the rest of the year?

The MaineDOT estimates approximately 80% of river-crossing traffic is divertible. Alternative N2/N8c would capture 95% of that divertible traffic, while Alternatives N2/N2h/N2f1 and N2/N2a/N2h-1 would capture 75% and 63%, respectively.
Build alternative efficiencies for diverting annual daily traffic during the summer of 2030:
•
•
•

Alternative N2/N8c = 83.4% of SADT traffic would be diverted, 16.6% would remain on the Davey Bridge
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 = 70.7% diverted, 29.3% non-diverted
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h-1 = 48.5% diverted, 51.5% non-diverted

The SADT remaining on the Davey Bridge in 2030, by alternative:
•
•
•

Alternative N2/N8c = 5,449 vehicles would remain on the Davey Bridge
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 = 10,954 vehicles
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h-1 = 14,141 vehicles

The approximate years residual Davey Bridge SADT would return to 1980 levels (approximately 15,400 vehicles per day):
•
•
•

N2/N8c: year 2100
N2/N2h/N2f-1: year 2065
N2/N2a/N2h-1: year 2040
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Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
Exhibit 2 – Responses to Substantive Comments (continued)
Index #

Comment #

Summary of Substantive Comment

92 (continued)

23.5

Traffic diversion: The DEIS needs to clearly
state, and answer, the following four
questions: What is the relative efficiency
in 2030 in capturing the SADT divertable
traffic? What will be the residual SADT
through Main Street and over Davey Bridge
in 2030? In what year will the residual SADT
through Main Street and over Davey Bridge
return to 1980 levels? What will be the
effect the rest of the year?

93

23.1
75.1

Traffic impact analysis: DEIS should better
highlight the benefits of each alternative;
current benefit exhibits are misleading.

Comment noted. Additional exhibits were added to the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation to better highlight the benefits of each alternative.

94

57.1

Traffic impact analysis: document does not
mention increase in year-round truck and
automobile traffic and its impact on the
village.

Comment noted. Over 1,000 heavy vehicles (trucks with six or more tires) use Main Street on a typical day. Heavy vehicles account for about 5% of the SADT on Main Street.

95

23.2

Traffic impact analysis: Higher volume
[traffic] numbers would have a significant
impact on the ‘livability’ factor in Wiscasset.
The DEIS needs to reflect this if the
midcoast region, and Wiscasset people in
particular, are to fully grasp the implications
of the different choices.

No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. Traffic volume is a factor in Wiscasset Village ‘livability’ and the threat to the town’s character and sense of community is
one of the fundamental problems addressed in this study.

96

23.3

Traffic impact analysis: In terms of
summertime traffic, the DEIS does not
bring out clearly the radical reduction
in traffic within Wiscasset that N2/N8c
will bring about as compared to all the
other alternatives. The DEIS needs to be
strengthened to reflect this.
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Response to Substantive Comment
Although each build alternative would divert a portion of the non-summer river-crossing traffic, the percentages differ: the N2/N8c Alternative would capture 95% of divertible
trips, while the N2/N2h/N2f-1 and N2/N2a/N2h-1 Alternatives would capture 75% and 63%, respectively.

No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. The DEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation notes the differences in Wiscasset Village summer traffic volumes between the Nobuild and build alternatives.
When compared to the No-build Alternative, the build alternatives reduce the time is takes to travel through the study area at the cost of adding additional mileage. Alternative
N2/N8c has the highest number of hours saved with 1,130,000 per year, while Alternatives N2/N2h/N2f-1 and N2/N2a/N2h-1 save 1,080,000 and 1,050,000 hours, respectively.
Alternative N2/N8c adds 9,700,000 annual vehicle miles traveled, which is slightly lower than Alternatives N2/N2a/N2h-1 and N2/N2h/N2f-1, which add an additional 10,300,000
and 10,900,000 miles, respectively.
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Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
Exhibit 2 – Responses to Substantive Comments (continued)
Index #

Comment #

97

3.3
6.2
13.2
14.1
15.1
16.1
17.1
18.1
19.1
20.1
21.1
22.1
25.3
26.1
27.1
29.2
30.1
36.2
38.1
39.1
41.1
42.1
43.1
44.1
50.1
52.3

54.1
56.1
59.1
60.1
61.1
66.1
67.4
68.1
69.2
70.1
76.3
77.1
78.4
80.1
81.1
83.1
91.1
92.1
93.1
94.1
95.1
96.1
97.1
100.1
101.1
102.1

Summary of Substantive Comment
103.1
105.1
106.1
107.1
108.1
110.1
111.1
113.2
118.4
119.1
121.1
122.2
126.1
134.1
135.1
136.1
137.1
138.2
142.1
143.1
146.1
150.1
154.2

TSM/TDM: address and/or verify other
potential improvements that could
be implemented short of the build
alternatives.

Response to Substantive Comment
Following the circulation of the DEIS/Section 4(f ) Evaluation in October 2007, the MaineDOT reexamined TSM/TDM measures previously studied and examined new TSM/TDM
measures proposed during and after the comment period (December 2008x and April 2009x). In previous studies, MaineDOT estimated that TSM/TDM measures, collectively,
could reduce vehicular traffic volumes by as much as 8%. Although no TSM/TDM measure or collection of measures would fully address the study purpose and need, the
MaineDOT identified potential improvements to provide some reduction in traffic congestion. The following is a summary of the TSM/TDM measures proposed for further
consideration, testing, and implementation.
Informing travelers of real-time traffic delays, and also warn southbound Route 1 travelers of stopped traffic at the Route1 / Route 27 intersection in Edgecomb
The MaineDOT developed an Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) that would provide an early warning to travelers about congestion and stopped traffic. The program
would be implemented in two phases; the first would be manual congestion monitoring by local law enforcement. If the pilot project was successful, the MaineDOT would
implement a second phase involving an automated web cam notification process and a website specifically devoted to the Wiscasset ITS, with web cam photos of the area posted
automatically every 5-10 minutes.
The MaineDOT initiated a Route 1 northbound traveler information system pilot project between August 28 and October 15, 2008. Local law enforcement notified the Lincoln
County Communications Center (LCCC), who in turn notified the MaineDOT radio room. The radio room operator then posted the message WISCASSET-TRAVEL-DELAY to the
MaineDOT travel advisory web site http://www.511.maine.gov and to an electronic variable message sign (VMS) placed south of the Brunswick-Bath exit on Interstate 295
Northbound. Law enforcement officials called again once traffic congestion cleared, and the postings were deactivated. Based on the success of this pilot project, the MaineDOT
committed funding and personnel to develop an automated traveler information system for the Route 1 Wiscasset area.
The MaineDOT developed a plan for the automated second phase, which would consist of several interlinked systems to provide real-time congestion and emergency
information. To automatically detect congestion in either travel direction, a permanent speed range-sorted vehicle counting and classification station would be located on
Route 1 near Wiscasset Ford. The station would automatically record vehicle type by several speed ranges in both directions of travel. This information will be useful in tracking
volume and speed trends. Use radar-equipped web cam installations located at the Birch Point Road / Route 1 intersection in Wiscasset and the Route 27 / Route 1 intersection in
Edgecomb to detect significantly-reduced average vehicle speeds and place a call to the MaineDOT radio room. Operators would confirm traffic conditions by viewing the web
cameras and with the LCCC. After confirmation of congestion, operators would post a notice to the MaineDOT travel advisory web site and activate a VMS located on I-295 south
of the Brunswick Route 1 exit (for northbound traffic) and / or a VMS located on Route 1 in Edgecomb (for southbound traffic). The equipment would notify the radio room to
deactivate the VMSs once near-normal travel speeds resume..
The Edgecomb VMS would have dual use as the MaineDOT would install a presence-detection web cam near the Route 1 / Cross Road intersection. Linked to the Edgecomb
VMS, it would detect traffic stopped south of Route 1 / Route 27 intersection and automatically post warnings for southbound travelers to reduce speed. The VMS would be
automatically deactivated once stopped traffic cleared.
Dispatch a uniformed officer to Main Street in Wiscasset during peak travel periods to direct traffic and allow controlled pedestrian crossings
The MaineDOT would introduce a pilot project to quantitatively test whether this would better manage pedestrian crossing conflicts and improve Route 1 traffic flow than
installing traffic signals.
Develop an off-street parking plan, provide a shuttle service, and install parallel parking and streetscaping along Main Street.
Off-street parking is being considered as part of the Wiscasset bicycle-pedestrian study. As it could change the character of Main Street, the MHPC would need to be consulted
to determine if this improvement would have an adverse effect on the Wiscasset Historic District.
Develop or improve intercity bus, passenger rail and other public transportation; provide park and ride lots with car/vanpools; educate public and businesses about ride
sharing and telecommuting
Public transportation is part of the MaineDOT’s long term plan and is a focus of the Gateway 1 study. The MaineDOT fully intends to implement recommendations from the
Gateway 1 study, although timing is subject to community collaboration and funding availability, and would provide assistance for a community wishing to establish a park and
ride lot. Since 2000, the MaineDOT has supported GO Maine, a commuting driver-passenger matching service.
Add an unsignalized right turn option at Route 27 on Route 1 southbound in Wiscasset
The MaineDOT modeled this concept and added it as a candidate project in the Fiscal Year 2010-2011 biennium, pending funding availability.
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Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
Exhibit 2 – Responses to Substantive Comments (continued)
Index #

Comment #

97 (continued)

3.3
6.2
13.2
14.1
15.1
16.1
17.1
18.1
19.1
20.1
21.1
22.1
25.3
26.1
27.1
29.2
30.1
36.2
38.1
39.1
41.1
42.1
43.1
44.1
50.1
52.3

54.1
56.1
59.1
60.1
61.1
66.1
67.4
68.1
69.2
70.1
76.3
77.1
78.4
80.1
81.1
83.1
91.1
92.1
93.1
94.1
95.1
96.1
97.1
100.1
101.1
102.1

Summary of Substantive Comment
103.1
105.1
106.1
107.1
108.1
110.1
111.1
113.2
118.4
119.1
121.1
122.2
126.1
134.1
135.1
136.1
137.1
138.2
142.1
143.1
146.1
150.1
154.2

TSM/TDM: address and/or verify other
potential improvements that could
be implemented short of the build
alternatives.

Response to Substantive Comment
Develop a future traffic calming plan
A traffic calming plan could be developed, but it would likely slow vehicular speeds and further exacerbate congestion if implemented before a build alternative is constructed.
Create proposals for alternate plans to solve the problem using the same amount of money
The MaineDOT will consider reasonable approaches to address the project needs, but, after considering a wide variety of improvement strategies throughout the course of
current and past studies, has identified the current build alternatives as the most effective and feasible means of meeting those needs.
Incorporate access management
The MaineDOT championed the law and rules passed by the Maine legislature governing access management. It fully supports using these traffic management techniques
whenever there is community interest.
Install signs on the Interstate south of Brunswick indicating Exit 113 to Route 3 is an alternative route to Belfast and points east
The MaineDOT would contact businesses and their communities to discuss a potential signage change.
The MaineDOT has determined the following TSM/TDM measures to be infeasible, and dismissed them from further consideration:
Construct a pedestrian tunnel or overpass
The MaineDOT examined the possibility of a pedestrian tunnel and estimated it would cost $4.5 million (2008x). It would require the relocation of utilities and potential damage
to building foundations, changes to traditional pedestrian traffic patterns, and substantially modify the width of Main Street. Wiscasset Village would lose many on-street parking
spaces for sidewalk widening and tunnel access ramps required by the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), and it would introduce modern elements into the Wiscasset Historic
District (e.g., retaining walls and railings). The MaineDOT believed these changes would have an adverse effect to the Wiscasset Historic District under Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act and the MHPC concurred with this determination (MHPC, 2008).
Create a Bath-like viaduct, widen and depress Route 1 from the post office to the railroad and create an above-ground parking/pedestrian plaza
These concepts were dismissed from further consideration as they would have an adverse effect on the Wiscasset Historic District.
Relocate businesses, the post office, or provide a post office summer annex on Federal Street to minimize pedestrian and traffic conflicts
The MaineDOT is not empowered to acquire land or businesses for reasons that are not certain to result in transportation improvements. There are many reasons for congestion
in Wiscasset Village and they would not be remedied by relocating businesses. For these reasons, the MaineDOT generally considers business relocation to be infeasible. The
MaineDOT contacted Christopher Madden, a Real Estate Specialist for the US Postal Service (USPS) Facilities Service Office. Mr. Madden noted that as the current postal building
had been recently purchased for the USPS, it would be easier to move than if it had remained leased. He acknowledged, however, that this improvement would still be difficult to
achieve. The MaineDOT dismissed this concept from further consideration.
Reroute trucks during the summer
As the MaineDOT reengineered the Route 27 half-interchange, it incorporated a road linking Routes 27 and 218. Additionally, a full interchange has been added to the connector
road. As a result of these changes, summer truck rerouting would be unnecessary.
Add a roundabout to the Route1/Route 27 intersection in Wiscasset
The MaineDOT has examined this concept and determined the benefit to Route 27 traffic would not offset the negative impact to Route 1 traffic.
Consider removing the word “Coastal” from Route 1 signs
The MaineDOT found this measure may result in adverse impacts to mid-coast businesses.
Force Wiscasset to match business permits with parking availability
The MaineDOT does not have control over this concept as it is a local ordinance issue.
Modify the intersection of Route 1 and Lee Street / Bradford Road
The MaineDOT found this location does not create a major safety concern.
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Exhibit 2 – Responses to Substantive Comments (continued)
Index #

Comment #

97 (continued)

3.3
6.2
13.2
14.1
15.1
16.1
17.1
18.1
19.1
20.1
21.1
22.1
25.3
26.1
27.1
29.2
30.1
36.2
38.1
39.1
41.1
42.1
43.1
44.1
50.1
52.3

54.1
56.1
59.1
60.1
61.1
66.1
67.4
68.1
69.2
70.1
76.3
77.1
78.4
80.1
81.1
83.1
91.1
92.1
93.1
94.1
95.1
96.1
97.1
100.1
101.1
102.1

Summary of Substantive Comment
103.1
105.1
106.1
107.1
108.1
110.1
111.1
113.2
118.4
119.1
121.1
122.2
126.1
134.1
135.1
136.1
137.1
138.2
142.1
143.1
146.1
150.1
154.2

TSM/TDM: address and/or verify other
potential improvements that could
be implemented short of the build
alternatives.

Response to Substantive Comment
Revise speed zones to provide better transitions from higher speeds, prominently post signs and enforce speed limits
It would be unsafe to post lower speed limits as the current speed zone changes and postings follow nationally-recognized safety standards. The MaineDOT cannot control
vehicles traveling faster than posted speed limits.
Prohibit left turns onto Middle and Water Streets
The MaineDOT previously tested the feasibility of this concept and found it provided minimal traffic improvement.
Extend Washington Street to the waterfront with a connector to the Davey Bridge, block off Federal Street/Route 218 at Route 1
A Washington Street extension would not alleviate traffic congestion on Route 1, and blocking access from Route 1 to Federal Street/Route 218 would severely restrict local
traffic movements.

98

3.16

USACE address discrepancy: no 28 State
House Station in address.

Comment noted. The MaineDOT removed 28 State House Station from the USACE address in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation.

99

4.1

USACE Basic Project Purpose Statement:
should reference Highway Methodology
text and July 7, 2000 letter providing the
determination of the statement.

Comment noted. The MaineDOT modified the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation to add a reference to the USACE Highway Methodology and July 7, 2000 letter providing the
determination of the USACE Basic Project Purpose statement.

100

23.6

Using ‘excess material’ as the metric for
‘constructability’ is seriously misleading.

No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. Constructability is defined by the Construction Industry Institute at the University of Texas - Austin as ‘the optimum use
of construction knowledge and experience in planning, design, procurement and field operations to achieve the overall study objectives.’ Excess material falls within these defined
parameters and is used in highway projects as one factor regarding constructability.
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Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
Exhibit 2 – Responses to Substantive Comments (continued)
Index #

Comment #

Summary of Substantive Comment

101

4.15

Vernal pools: The types of impacts to
vernal pools should be expanded to
include not only filling or alteration of
‘dispersal’ habitat (which is often referred
to in terms of juveniles leaving a pool and
dispersing to nearby forested habitat) but
forested habitat (including both wetland
and upland) in general where both newly
metamorphosed juveniles and adult
amphibians spend the bulk of their lives.

Response to Substantive Comment
Comment noted. The MaineDOT examined impacts to forested habitat dispersal areas within 250 ft of NRPA defined significant vernal poolsand 750 ft of vernal pools. The N2
portion of the build alternatives, common to all build alternatives, would impact 1.2 acres within the 250 ft forested dispersal habitat surrounding vernal pool 2. Vernal pool 4
would not be impacted by the build alternatives. The build alternatives would impact forested dispersal habitat areas within 750 ft of vernal pools:
Impact on forested dispersal habitat within 750-ft radius of vernal pools				
Vernal Pools Impact (acres)
1, 2, and 3*

4

5

6

7

8

Total

N2/N8c direct impact

5.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.8

0.0

5.8

Dispersal habitat abutting vernal pool

25.8

0.0

0.0

0.0

1.1

0.0

27.0

Severed habitat

22.8

0.0

0.0

0.0

4.7

0.0

27.5

N2/N2h/N2f-1 direct impact

5.1

0.0

2.8

1.7

0.8

0.0

10.4

Dispersal habitat abutting vernal pool

25.8

0.0

24.2

n/a

1.1

0.0

51.2

Severed habitat

22.8

0.0

4.5

n/a

4.7

0.0

32.0

N2/N2a/N2h-1 direct impact

5.1

3.3

0.0

0.0

0.8

5.3

14.4

Dispersal habitat abutting vernal pool

25.8

34.3

0.0

0.0

1.1

22.8

84.0

Severed habitat
*Vernal Pools 1, 2, 3 share dispersal habitat.

22.8

1.7

0.0

0.0

4.7

12.5

41.7

102

4.16

Vernal pools: The third paragraph [4.2.3.1.3]
should be modified to note that vernal
pool amphibians live in habitats other than
vernal pools for most of their lives (i.e.,
forest habitat).

Comment noted. The MaineDOT modified the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation to note that vernal pool amphibians live in habitats other than vernal pools for most of their lives.

103

4.18

Vernal pools: although context of 250’
amphibian dispersal is included, the 700’
distance is not – and it may be more useful
to use 750 feet, since federal regulatory and
resource agencies in Maine often use the
guidelines found in Calhoun and Klemens
(2002), which are based on consideration of
habitat within a 750 foot radius of a vernal
pool.

Comment noted. The MaineDOT modified the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation to add vernal pool dispersal habitats using radii of 250 ft and 750 ft.

104

4.19

Vernal pools: The discussion of impacts
to vernal pools, particularly to the
‘dispersal’ habitat around the pools needs
to be clarified. For example, it is unclear
specifically what the impact is to 23 acres
to ‘dispersal’ habitat around vernal pools
along the N2/N8c alternative.

Comment noted.
The No-build Alternative would impact one vernal pool in Edgecomb. This widening would fill a vernal pool (No. 6). This vernal pool appears to be manmade because there is
altered land around it. Although the number of amphibian egg masses found may meet the MDEP’s criteria for “significance,” the fact that it is artificial means that it does not meet
criteria for that classification (MDEP Rules Chapter 355). The No-build Alternative would not impact dispersal habitat across Route 1. Due to the proximity to Route1, it is possible
that this vernal pool is impacted by winter maintenance practices.
The N2 portion of the three build alternatives would impact 1.2 acres within the 250-foot forested dispersal habitat surrounding vernal pool 2. Vernal pool 4 would not be
impacted by the build alternatives.
Alternative N2/N8c would impact four vernal pools. The N2 portion of Alternative N2/N8c would impact four vernal pools between Bradford Road and Gardiner Road. Vernal
pool 2 meets the state’s NRPA definition of “significant.” The other vernal pools do not meet the significance criteria. This cluster of vernal pools—vernal pools 1, 2, and 3 along the
N2 portion of Alternative N2/N8c—would share the same dispersal habitat, which is a combination of forested wetlands, scrub-shrub wetlands and upland white pine and oak
forest. The N2 portion of Alternative N2/N8c would impact vernal pool 7. Alternative N2/N8c would take portions of the pools and would have direct impacts to dispersal habitat,
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Comment #

Summary of Substantive Comment

104 (continued)

4.19

Vernal pools: The discussion of impacts
to vernal pools, particularly to the
‘dispersal’ habitat around the pools needs
to be clarified. For example, it is unclear
specifically what the impact is to 23 acres
to ‘dispersal’ habitat around vernal pools
along the N2/N8c alternative.

Response to Substantive Comment
would add a barrier to migration between the vernal pools and dispersal habitats, and potentially add a source of winter maintenance materials into the pools. Directly impacting
pools and reducing access to dispersal area would reduce the local populations of amphibians and other species that use the pools during some stage of their life. Alternative N2/
N8c would impact up to 27.5 acres of dispersal habitat by blocking passage for dispersing amphibians.
Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 would impact six vernal pools. Similar to Alternative N2/N8c, Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 would impact four pools between Bradford Road and Gardiner
Road. Alternative N2/N2h/N2f-1 would impact the dispersal habitat of vernal pool 5, which is the farm pond at the end of Englebrekt Road. This alternative would also impact
a vernal pool (No. 6) in Edgecomb near Route 1. Alternative N2/N2h/ N2f-1 would impact approximately 32 acres of potential dispersal habitat by roadway construction and
indirectly by creating a barrier to animal passage. There may be some impacts from winter maintenance.
Alternative N2/N2a/N2h-1 would impact six vernal pools. Similar to Alternative N2/N8c, Alternative N2/N2a/N2h-1 would impact four pools between Bradford Road and Gardiner
Road. Alternative N2/N2a/ N2h-1 would impact dispersal habitat for vernal pool 8 on Clark Point and vernal pool 4 along the power-line corridor. Vernal pool 4 is considered NRPA
“significant”. The dispersal habitat for vernal pool 8 on Clark Point has been impacted by the road and development construction in an approved subdivision but has not been
quantified. Alternative N2/N2a/N2h-1 would impact 42 acres of dispersal habitat.
The build alternatives would indirectly impact the vernal pools by creating blockages to migration passage, possibly causing mortality of vernal pool species and thereby
reducing local populations. Other herptiles (e.g., frogs, snakes, and turtles) that use vernal pools would be impacted by highway mortality.
Comment noted. The 23 acres impacted by Alternative N2/N8c would be caused by the blocking of amphibian migration passage to and from forested dispersal habitat. In all
cases, impacts were quantified in terms of direct impacts and impacts to dispersal habitat.

105

4.20

Vernal pools: The DEIS refers to ‘blocking
passage’ for dispersing amphibians. Does
the 23 acres represent direct loss of forest
habitat by conversion to new roadway,
or does the impact include conversion of
forested habitat to non-forested habitat?

106

4.21

Vernal pools: Are there fragmentation
impacts where blocks of forest habitat
would be separated by a new road?

Comment noted. The build alternatives would fragment some of the vernal pool forested habitat block amphibian dispersal areas.

107

1.2
4.22

Vernal pools: difficult to determine vernal
pool impacts from existing small-scale
maps.

No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. The exhibits were used for presentation of information only and were not used for analysis.

108

4.9

Vernal pools: exhibit 3.12 and 3.13 should
have same numbering system.

Comment noted. The MaineDOT modified the numbering system so the vernal pools use the same numbering system throughout the document.

109

3.7

Vernal pools: is surrounding forest cover
impact greater than 25%?

Comment noted. The surrounding forest cover impact is greater than 25%. Updated vernal pool information provides an estimate of forested cover around a vernal pool.

110

3.6

Vernal pools: It is unclear whether the
vernal pools identified by aerial survey
were then field verified.

111

51.1
52.2

Visual impact: design bypass as a parkway
with planting, sound protection and
controlled lighting.

Comment noted. The MaineDOT originally identified vernal pools by aerial survey - these were supplanted by a field survey for the study corridors only. Vernal pools assessed
remotely have been removed and are not in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation.
The build alternatives are proposed as a parkway. The MaineDOT would consider the type and number of plantings during final design.
Noise barriers
Noise barriers were considered. The MaineDOT noise abatement criteria for specific land-use activities were used in the evaluation of traffic noise impacts. These criteria were
established in Title 23 CFR, Part 772, USDOT, FHWA, Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise, and guidelines for “increase over existing” noise
levels as set forth in the MaineDOT Highway Traffic Noise Policy (2008x).
Noise barriers were determined to be feasible for impacted receptors except for the property in NSA 5. However, no barrier was determined to be reasonable, because the
abatement measures considered exceeded the $30,000 per benefited residence criteria (MaineDOT 2008x). The MaineDOT has designed the build alternatives to take advantage
of other techniques, such as using depressed roadways, which have the potential to reduce noise levels.
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Comment #
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111 (continued)

51.1
52.2

Visual impact: design bypass as a parkway
with planting, sound protection and
controlled lighting.

Response to Substantive Comment
Roadway lighting
The MaineDOT’s policy is to install and maintain roadway lighting at and under grade-separated interchange decision points, such as acceleration/deceleration lanes and
turns to get on or off ramps. The location of lighting fixtures and level of illumination would be determined in accordance with American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials (AASHTO) An Informational Guide for Roadway Lighting which states overhead lighting shall have an average of 0.6 to 1.0 foot candles, with the maximum
to minimum lighting ratio of not more than 10:1 and an average to minimum light level of not more than 4:1 (1984). The federal government requires projects using federal
dollars to have “full cutoff” lighting, which is the most stringent controlled lighting classification as indicated in the Illuminating Engineering Society of North America’s (IESNA)
Lighting Handbook (2000). Full IESNA cutoff controlled lighting would be installed at the interchanges and on the N2 portion of the build alternatives.
Bridge Lighting
The MaineDOT Bridge Program is responsible for executing bridge lighting policy, and makes lighting determinations on whether it is in the best interests of the public
(MaineDOT 2003). The policy is as follows:
•
•
•

Controlled access highways – bridges would be lighted when they are part of an interchange, where continuous lighting exists, and/or a need for lighting is established
during preliminary design
Non-compact areas – a bridge in a non-compact area would only be considered for lighting when requested by the municipality and a need for lighting is established
during preliminary design
Compact areas – a bridge in a compact area should be lighted when at least one of the following is true:
xx Lighting is requested by the municipality
xx Both approaches are lighted
xx There is significant pedestrian movement
xx Other safety issues are identified

The cost of the installation of the light standards, foundations, and conduits are borne by the MaineDOT on bridges. The installation and maintenance of the wiring and the
luminaries, as well as the cost of electricity, are the responsibility of the municipality, except on controlled access highways where the MaineDOT is responsible. Navigational
lighting would be installed on the bridges per guidance provided in the Coast Guard Bridge Lighting and Other Signals handbook (2006).
112

3.10

Visual impact: quantify visual and aesthetic
impacts; assess visual and aesthetic impact
of navigational and/or street lighting
needed for bridge alternatives.

Visual Impact
The study area has a varied aesthetic environment. Wiscasset Village consists of closely spaced, multilevel storefronts along Main Street and adjoining blocks. Existing
development consists of the business district, historic and tourist attractions, waterfront retail uses, inns, bed-and-breakfast, and traveler-oriented restaurants. The immediate
views of Wiscasset Village consist of two- and three-story historic brick and colonial buildings. Long-distance views are limited by these historic buildings and homes. The
topography consists of rolling hills with a gradual decline toward the Sheepscot River, leveling out near the waterfront. Long-distance views from the water’s edge consist of an
expansive view of the Sheepscot River, Davey Bridge, Davis Island and Edgecomb.
North of Wiscasset Village, the landscape is rural residential, with dense vegetation of trees and shrubs interspersed with open meadows and fields. The topography consists of
undulating hills and valleys with scattered ponds and small streams.
Davis Island has a combination of heavily vegetated undeveloped terrain, a mix of seasonal and year-round residential development, and a commercial area along Route 1.. The
terrain consists of gently rolling hills with two small ponds. Long-distance views of and from the central portion of Davis Island are limited, but there are expansive water views
from the shoreline.
Land use along Cochran and Englebrekt Roads consists of single-family homes on approximately 1- to 5-acre parcels of land. The setting is rural with forested land and open
fields. Similar to Davis Island, long-distance views of and from the central portion of inland portions of the Englebrekt Road and Cochran Road areas are limited because of dense
vegetation. However, there are expansive water views from properties adjacent to the shoreline in the vicinity of Englebrekt Road.
The MaineDOT conducted an analysis to quantify the visual impacts from the build alternatives. The visual impact analysis was based on four publicly accessible locations with
representative views of the Sheepscot River:
•
•
•
•
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Viewpoint 1 - Route 1, intersection of Main Street and railroad crossing, Wiscasset
Viewpoint 2 - Route 1, east end of Davey Bridge, Edgecomb
Viewpoint 3 - Route 1, east end of Cod Cove Bridge, Edgecomb
Viewpoint 4 - Railroad drawbridge, Clark Point, Wiscasset

Revised June, 2009

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
Exhibit 2 – Responses to Substantive Comments (continued)
Index #

Comment #

Summary of Substantive Comment

112 (continued)

3.10

Visual impact: quantify visual and aesthetic
impacts; assess visual and aesthetic impact
of navigational and/or street lighting
needed for bridge alternatives.

Response to Substantive Comment
The visual impact area, the viewshed, is the aggregate landscape that can be seen from anywhere within the study area, and that has views of the study area. A viewshed is
delimited by the surrounding topography, vegetation, and built environment.
To gauge the degree of visual impact, the MaineDOT used plan and profile sets, maps, and photographs to determine the average height and distance of the bridges for every
build alternative. The MaineDOT measured horizontal and vertical angles to calculate the field of view each bridge would occupy, and subtracted bridge infrastructure obscured
by topography and vegetation. By multiplying the remaining horizontal and vertical angles, the MaineDOT created a viewshed index to represent the amount of bridge obscuring
an observer’s field of view. A higher viewshed index number corresponds to greater visual impact, and vice versa. An index value of 1.0 would be equivalent to the visual impact of
one’s thumbnail when held at arm’s length.
Viewshed Index (Horizontal Field x Vertical Field)
Vantage Point

N2/N8c

N2/N2h/N2f-1

N2/N2a/N2h-1

Wiscasset - Railroad crossing at Main Street

65

5

-

Edgecomb - East end of Davey Bridge

132

7

2

Edgecomb - East end of Cod Cove Bridge

26

6

-

Wiscasset - Railroad draw bridge on Clark Point

55

93

70

The Wiscasset shoreline upstream of the Davey Bridge is not pristine and includes a sewage treatment plant, an active rail line (including two bridges) and the dilapidated
remains of old pilings and other debris. Davey Bridge has been within the view of the residents of Wiscasset and Edgecomb from multiple vantage points for many years.
Roadway lighting
The MaineDOT’s policy is to install and maintain roadway lighting at and under grade-separated interchange decision points, such as acceleration/deceleration lanes and turns
to get on or off ramps. The MaineDOT’s Traffic Engineering Department determines the need and design for lighting. The location of fixtures and level of illumination would
be determined in accordance with American Association of State Highway and Transportation Official’s (AASHTO) An Informational Guide for Roadway Lighting which states
overhead lighting shall have an average of 0.6 to 1.0 foot candles, with the maximum to minimum lighting ratio of not more than 10:1 and an average to minimum light level of
not more than 4:1 (1984). The federal government requires projects using federal dollars to have “full cutoff” lighting, which is the most stringent controlled lighting classification
as indicated in the Illuminating Engineering Society of North America’s (IESNA) Lighting Handbook (2000). Full IESNA cutoff controlled lighting would be installed at the
interchanges and on the N2 portion of the build alternatives.
Bridge lighting
The MaineDOT Bridge Program is responsible for executing bridge lighting policy, and makes lighting determinations on whether it is in the best interests of the public (2003).
The policy is as follows:
•
•
•

Controlled access highways – bridges would be lighted when they are part of an interchange, where continuous lighting exists, and/or a need for lighting is established
during preliminary design
Non-compact areas – a bridge in a non-compact area would only be considered for lighting when requested by the municipality and a need for lighting is established during
preliminary design
Compact areas – a bridge in a compact area should be lighted when at least one of the following is true:
xx Lighting is requested by the municipality
xx Both approaches are lighted
xx There is significant pedestrian movement
xx Other safety issues are identified

The cost of the installation of the light standards, foundations, and conduits are borne by the MaineDOT on bridges. The installation and maintenance of the wiring and the
luminaries, as well as the cost of electricity, are the responsibility of the municipality, except on controlled access highways where the MaineDOT is responsible. Navigational
lighting would be installed on the bridges per guidance provided in the Coast Guard Bridge Lighting and Other Signals handbook (2006).

Revised June, 2009
				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 45

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
Exhibit 2 – Responses to Substantive Comments (continued)
Index #

Comment #
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Response to Substantive Comment

113

4.13

Wetlands: This discussion should either
Comment noted. The MaineDOT evaluated the functions and values of wetlands potentially impacted by the alternatives based on best professional judgment as outlined in the
be expanded to include how wetland
Corps Highway Methodology (USACE, 1995). The wetlands in the study area provide the following functions:
functions and values would be impacted by
the various build alternatives or clarify that
•
Wildlife and/or fish habitat
these wetlands do not service any functions •
Wildlife travel corridor
or values besides wildlife habitat.
•
Shoreline stabilization
•
Groundwater discharge
•
Floodflow conveyance and attenuation
The wetlands in the study area are predominately undisturbed and with a few exceptions are of moderate to high value. There are three primary wetland functions for
freshwater wetlands in the study area: wildlife and aquatic habitat, flood flow attenuation, and groundwater discharge. Because of the low disturbance through much of the
area, the wetlands also function as wildlife habitat for a mixture of habitat types. In wetlands near development, they form habitat for disturbance tolerant species, such as
raccoon, deer, beaver, amphibians, and some songbirds. Habitat use ranges from foraging and travel corridor use to breeding and protective cover. Flowing and ponded waters
can provide habitat for aquatic organisms. Because of the predominant upland topography, the wetlands provide flood flow alteration and attenuation, as the basins would
collect stormwater and snowmelt that would be channeled into the streams and drainage swales and carried to the Sheepscot River. Wetlands adjacent to streams function in
groundwater discharge, which provides base flow water for the streams. Coastal wetlands are an important habitat feature along the coast and help stabilize shorelines along the
Sheepscot River in addition to their habitat functions.

114

88.3

Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: expand
analysis to include impacts on bird
migration.

115

12.9

Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: expand impact No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. The MaineDOT addressed the impacts from the No-build and build alternatives to the Tidal Waterfowl / Wading Bird
analysis to address Tidal Waterfowl/Wading Habitat near Clark Point.
Bird Habitat near Clark Point.
Highway impacts on birds is well documented (Forman 1998). The FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation notes the construction of the build alternatives would impact Tidal Wading-bird
and Waterfowl Habitat by creating a general disturbance and by masking bird vocalization. The mapped Tidal Wading-bird and Waterfowl Habitat in the vicinity of Clark Point, as
at other locations, would be impacted – but not destroyed – by the introduction of a build alternative. This has been observed in the I-295 area around Portland, Maine, where
shorebird use of tidal habitats has likely been affected but not eliminated.

116

55.1

Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: explain No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. The MaineDOT noted that although grassland supports bird species such as the grasshopper sparrow (state endangered)
discrepancy - on page 58 the DEIS states and the upland sandpiper (state-threatened), these two state-listed species have not been identified in the study area.
“Grassland supports bird species such as
bobolink, meadowlark, savannah sparrow,
and two state-listed species: the grasshopper
sparrow (state-endangered) and the upland
sandpiper (state-threatened),” but on page
60 document states “According to the state’s
Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife,
no species in the Maine Endangered Species
Act are known to occur in this area.”

117

118.1

Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: the deer yard
surrounding Langdon Mountain is not noted
in DEIS.
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Comment noted. The discussion of Tidal Waterfowl and Wading Bird Habitat was expanded in the FEIS / Section 4(f )Evaluation to acknowledge impacts to bird migration.

No change in the FEIS / Section 4(f ) Evaluation required.. The area along Langdon Road is not identified by the MDIFW as a deer wintering area.
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1.1 – See Response No. 30
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1.2 – See Response No. 107
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1.3 – See Response No. 60
1.4 – See Response No. 74
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1.5 – See Response No. 74
1.6 – See Response No. 19
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7.1 – See Response No. 53
7.2 – See Response No. 53
7.3 – See Response No. 53

7.1

7.2

7.3

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 41

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
7.4 – See Response No. 7
7.5 – See Response No. 68
7.6 – See Response No. 20
7.7 – See Response No. 5

7.4

7.5

7.6

7.7

42 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
7.8 – See Response No. 1

7.8

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 43

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
8.1 – See Response No. 11
8.2 – See Response No. 7
8.3 – See Response No. 53
8.4 – See Response No. 31
8.3 – See Response No. 53
8.5 – See Response No. 11

8.1
8.2
8.3
8.4

8.5
8.6

44 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
8.6 – See Response No. 13

8.6

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 45

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
9.1 – See Response No. 11
9.2 – See Response No. 7

9.1

9.2

46 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 47

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

48 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 49

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
10.1 – See Response No. 48

10.1

50 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
11.1 – See Response No. 68

11.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 51

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
11.2 – See Response No. 76

11.2

52 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 53

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

54 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 55

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

56 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 57

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

58 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
12.1 – See Response No. 58
12.2 – See Response No. 58

12.1

12.2

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 59

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
12.3 – See Response No. 12

12.3

60 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
12.4 – See Response No. 12
12.5 – See Response No. 12
12.4

12.5

12.6 – See Response No. 12
12.7 – See Response No. 58
12.8 – See Response No. 12

12.6

12.9 – See Response No. 115

12.7

12.8

12.9

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 61

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

62 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
12.10 – See Response No. 58

12.10

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 63

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

64 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 65

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

66 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
13.1 – See Response No. 3
13.2 – See Response No. 97

13.1

13.2

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 67

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
13.3 – See Response No. 97

13.3

68 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 69

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

70 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
14.1 – See Response No. 97

14.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 71

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
15.1 – See Response No. 97
15.2 – See Response No. 52

15.1

15.2

72 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 73

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
16.1 – See Response No. 97

16.1

74 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 75

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
17.1 – See Response No. 97

17.1

76 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
17.1 – See Response No. 97

17.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 77

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
18.1 – See Response No. 97

18.1

78 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 79

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
19.1 – See Response No. 97

19.1

80 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
19.1 – See Response No. 97
19.2 – See Response No. 84
19.1

19.3 – See Response No. 34

19.2

19.3

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 81

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

82 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
20.1 – See Response No. 97

20.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 83

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

84 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 85

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
21.1 – See Response No. 97
21.2 – See Response No. 39
21.3 – See Response No. 13
21.1 – See Response No. 91

21.1

21.2

21.3

21.4

86 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
21.4 – See Response No. 91
21.5 – See Response No. 3
21.4

21.5

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 87

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
22.1 – See Response No. 97

22.1

88 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 89

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

90 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 91

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
23.1 – See Response No. 93

23.1

92 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
23.2 – See Response No. 95

23.2

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 93

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
23.3 – See Response No. 96
23.4 – See Response No. 91

23.3

23.4

94 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
23.4 – See Response No. 91

23.4

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 95

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
23.5 – See Response No. 92

23.5

96 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
23.6 – See Response No. 100

23.6

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 97

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
23.7 – See Response No. 6

23.7

98 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
24.1 – See Response No. 21
24.2 – See Response No. 26
24.3 – See Response No. 25
24.4 – See Response No. 27
24.1

24.5 – See Response No. 24
24.6 – See Response No. 118

24.2
24.3
24.4
24.5

24.6

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 99

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
25.1 – See Response No. 15
25.2 – See Response No. 91
25.3 – See Response No. 97

25.1

25.2

25.3

100 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
26.1 – See Response No. 97

26.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 101

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

102 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
26.1 – See Response No. 97

26.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 103

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

104 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 105

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

106 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 107

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

108 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 109

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

110 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
27.1 – See Response No. 97

27.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 111

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
27.1 – See Response No. 97

27.1

112 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
28.1 – See Response No. 11

28.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 113

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

114 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
29.1 – See Response No. 15
29.2 – See Response No. 97

29.1
29.2

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 115

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
30.1 – See Response No. 97

30.1

116 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 117

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
31.1 – See Response No. 15

31.1

118 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
31.1 – See Response No. 15
31.2 – See Response No. 68
31.3 – See Response No. 36

31.1

31.2

31.3

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 119

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
31.3 – See Response No. 36

31.3

120 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 121

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

122 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
32.1 – See Response No. 21
32.2 – See Response No. 11

32.1

32.2

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 123

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

124 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 125

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

126 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
33.1 – See Response No. 11
33.2 – See Response No. 7
33.1

33.3 – See Response No. 11

33.2

33.3

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 127

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

128 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
34.1 – See Response No. 68

34.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 129

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

130 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
35.1 – See Response No. 12

35.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 131

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

132 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
36.1 – See Response No. 34

36.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 133

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
36.1 – See Response No. 34
36.2 – See Response No. 97
36.1

36.2

134 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 135

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

136 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 137

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

138 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 139

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
37.1 – See Response No. 53

37.1

140 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 141

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
38.1 – See Response No. 97

38.1

142 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 143

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
39.1 – See Response No. 97

39.1

144 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 145

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
40.1 – See Response No. 11

40.1

146 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 147

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
41.1 – See Response No. 97

41.1

148 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 149

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
42.1 – See Response No. 97

42.1

150 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
43.1 – See Response No. 97

43.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 151

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

43.1

152 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
43.1 – See Response No. 97

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 153

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

154 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
44.1 – See Response No. 97

44.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 155

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

156 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
45.1 – See Response No. 43
45.2 – See Response No. 44

45.1

45.2

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 157

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
45.3 – See Response No. 46
45.4 – See Response No. 33
45.5 – See Response No. 59
45.3

45.6 – See Response No. 45
45.7 – See Response No. 47
45.4

45.5

45.6

45.7

158 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 159

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
46.1 – See Response No. 53
46.2 – See Response No. 5

46.1

46.2

160 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
47.1 – See Response No. 53

47.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 161

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
48.1 – See Response No. 91

48.1

162 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
48.1 – See Response No. 91

48.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 163

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
49.1 – See Response No. 91
49.2 – See Response No. 79

49.1

49.2

164 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 165

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

166 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 167

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
50.1 – See Response No. 97

50.1

168 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 169

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

170 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 171

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
51.1 – See Response No. 111

51.1

172 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
52.1 – See Response No. 10
52.2 – See Response No. 111
52.3 – See Response No. 97

52.1

52.2

52.3

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 173

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
52.3 – See Response No. 97

52.3

174 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 175

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

176 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 177

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

178 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
53.1 – See Response No. 11
53.2 – See Response No. 7
53.3 – See Response No. 9

53.1
53.2

53.3

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 179

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
54.1 – See Response No. 97
54.2 – See Response No. 1

54.1

54.2

180 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
55.1 – See Response No. 116

55.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 181

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

182 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 183

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

184 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
56.1 – See Response No. 97

56.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 185

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
57.1 – See Response No. 94

57.1

186 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
57.2 – See Response No. 78

57.2

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 187

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

188 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 189

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
58.1 – See Response No. 22

58.1

190 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
59.1 – See Response No. 97

59.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 191

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
59.1 – See Response No. 97

59.1

192 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 193

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
60.1 – See Response No. 97

60.1

194 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
61.1 – See Response No. 97

61.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 195

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

196 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 197

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

198 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
62.1 – See Response No. 53

62.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 199

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
63.1 – See Response No. 10

63.1

200 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
64.1 – See Response No. 10

64.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 201

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

202 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 203

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

204 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
65.1 – See Response No. 76
65.2 – See Response No. 9
65.3 – See Response No. 76
65.4 – See Response No. 41

65.1

65.2

65.3

65.4

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 205

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
65.5 – See Response No. 68
65.6 – See Response No. 53

65.5

65.6

206 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
66.1 – See Response No. 97
66.2 – See Response No. 11

66.1
66.2

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 207

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
67.1 – See Response No. 15
67.2 – See Response No. 56

67.1

67.2

208 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
67.2 – See Response No. 56
67.3 – See Response No. 9
67.4 – See Response No. 97
67.2

67.3

67.4

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 209

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
67.4 – See Response No. 97

67.4

210 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
68.1 – See Response No. 97

68.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 211

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

212 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
69.1 – See Response No. 15
69.2 – See Response No. 97

69.1

69.2

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 213

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
70.1 – See Response No. 97

70.1

214 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
71.1 – See Response No. 53

71.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 215

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

216 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 217

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
72.1 – See Response No. 58

72.1

218 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 219

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
73.1 – See Response No. 53

73.1

220 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
74.1 – See Response No. 11
74.2 – See Response No. 21

74.1

74.2

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 221

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

222 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 223

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
75.1 – See Response No. 93

75.1

224 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
75.1 – See Response No. 93

75.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 225

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
76.1 – See Response No. 11

76.1

226 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
76.1 – See Response No. 11
76.2 – See Response No. 53
76.1

76.3 – See Response No. 97

76.2

76.3

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 227

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

228 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
77.1 – See Response No. 97

77.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 229

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

77.1

230 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
78.1 – See Response No. 11

78.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 231

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
78.2 – See Response No. 7
78.3 – See Response No. 21
78.4 – See Response No. 97
78.2

78.3

78.4

232 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
79.1 – See Response No. 11
79.2 – See Response No. 9

79.1

79.2

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 233

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

234 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
80.1 – See Response No. 97

80.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 235

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
80.2 – See Response No. 10
80.3 – See Response No. 10

80.2
80.3

236 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 237

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

238 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 239

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
81.1 – See Response No. 97

81.1

240 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
81.1 – See Response No. 97

81.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 241

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

242 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
82.1 – See Response No. 87

82.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 243

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
83.1 – See Response No. 97

83.1

244 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
83.1 – See Response No. 97

83.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 245

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
83.1 – See Response No. 97

83.1

246 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
84.1– See Response No. 34
84.2 – See Response No. 34
84.3 – See Response No. 36

84.1

84.2

84.3

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 247

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
84.4 – See Response No. 35

84.4

248 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 249

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

250 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
85.1 – See Response No. 10

85.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 251

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
86.1 – See Response No. 28
86.2 – See Response No. 59

86.1

86.2

252 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 253

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
87.1 – See Response No. 53

87.1

254 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
87.2 – See Response No. 11

87.2

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 255

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

256 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
88.1 – See Response No. 11

88.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 257

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
88.2 – See Response No. 10

88.2

258 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
88.3 – See Response No. 114
88.4 – See Response No. 78
88.3

88.4

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 259

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
89.1 – See Response No. 10

89.1

260 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 261

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

262 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 263

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

264 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 265

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

266 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 267

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

268 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 269

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

270 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
90.1 – See Response No. 59

90.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 271

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
90.2 – See Response No. 84
90.3 – See Response No. 34
90.4 – See Response No. 37
90.1

91.1 – See Response No. 97

90.2

91.1

90.3
90.4

272 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
92.1 – See Response No. 97
93.1 – See Response No. 97
92.1

94.1 – See Response No. 97

93.1

94.1

92.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 273

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
95.1 – See Response No. 97
96.1 – See Response No. 97
96.1

95.1

97.1

96.1

274 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

97.1 – See Response No. 97

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
97.1 – See Response No. 97

97.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 275

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
98.1 – See Response No. 33

98.1

276 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
99.1 – See Response No. 14

99.1

99.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 277

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
100.1 – See Response No. 97
101.1 – See Response No. 97

100.1

101.1

100.1

278 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
101.1 – See Response No. 97
102.1 – See Response No. 97
101.1

103.1 – See Response No. 97

102.1

101.1

103.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 279

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
104.1 – See Response No. 58
105.1 – See Response No. 97
106.1 – See Response No. 97
106.1

104.1

105.1

106.1

280 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
107.1 – See Response No. 97
108.1 – See Response No. 97

108.1

107.1

108.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 281

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

282 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 283

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

284 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 285

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

286 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 287

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

288 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 289

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

290 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 291

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

292 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 293

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

294 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 295

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
109.1 – See Response No. 21

109.1

296 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
110.1 – See Response No. 97

110.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 297

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

298 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
111.1 – See Response No. 97

111.1

111.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 299

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
112.1 – See Response No. 59
112.2 – See Response No. 36
112.3 – See Response No. 34
112.4 – See Response No. 59
112.5 – See Response No. 34

112.1

112.2

112.3
112.4

112.5

300 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 301

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

302 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 303

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

304 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 305

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

306 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 307

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
113.1 – See Response No. 15

113.1

308 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
113.2 – See Response No. 97
114.1 – See Response No. 57
114.2

113.2

114.2 – See Response No. 11
114.3 – See Response No. 68
114.3

114.1

114.2

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 309

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
115.1 – See Response No. 11
116.1 – See Response No. 87

115.1

116.1

310 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
116.2 – See Response No. 53

116.2

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 311

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
117.1 – See Response No. 12
118.1 – See Response No. 117
118.3

118.2 – See Response No. 7

118.4

118.3 – See Response No. 53
118.4 – See Response No. 97
118.5– See Response No. 13

117.1
118.5

118.1
118.2

312 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

119.1

119.1 – See Response No. 97

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
120.1 – See Response No. 10
121.1 – See Response No. 97

120.1

121.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 313

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
121.1 – See Response No. 97
121.2 – See Response No. 3
122.1 – See Response No. 15
122.2 – See Response No. 97

121.1

122.1

122.2

121.2

314 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
123.1 – See Response No. 76
123.2 – See Response No. 9
123.3 – See Response No. 41
123.4 – See Response No. 68

123.2

123.3

123.4

123.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 315

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
123.5 – See Response No. 29
124.1 – See Response No. 29

123.5

124.1

316 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
125.1 – See Response No. 10
126.1 – See Response No. 97
126.2 – See Response No. 36

126.1

125.1

126.2

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 317

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
126.3 – See Response No. 53

126.3

318 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 319

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
127.1 – See Response No. 7

127.1

320 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
128.1 – See Response No. 10
129.1 – See Response No. 8
130.1 – See Response No. 53

129.1

130.1

128.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 321

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
131.1 – See Response No. 68
132.1 – See Response No. 11

131.1

132.1

322 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
133.1 – See Response No. 10
133.2 – See Response No. 3

133.1

133.2

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 323

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
134.1 – See Response No. 97
135.1 – See Response No. 97
136.1 – See Response No. 97

134.1

136.1

135.1

324 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
136.1 – See Response No. 97
137.1 – See Response No. 97
136.1

137.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 325

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
137.1 – See Response No. 97

137.1

326 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 327

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

328 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 329

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
138.1 – See Response No. 15
138.2 – See Response No. 97

138.1
138.2

330 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 331

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

332 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 333

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
139.1 – See Response No. 10

139.1

334 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
140.1 – See Response No. 84

140.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 335

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
141.1 – See Response No. 10

141.1

336 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
142.1 – See Response No. 97

142.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 337

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
143.1 – See Response No. 97
144.1 – See Response No. 15
145.1 – See Response No. 11

143.1

144.1

145.1

338 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
146.1 – See Response No. 97

146.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 339

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
147.1 – See Response No. 51
148.1 – See Response No. 7
148.2 – See Response No. 59
149.1 – See Response No. 69
147.1

148.1
148.2

149.1

340 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 341

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

342 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 343

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

344 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
150.1 – See Response No. 97

150.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 345

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
151.1 – See Response No. 11

151.1

346 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 347

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation

348 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
152.1 – See Response No. 77

152.1

				

Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study · 349

Responses to Substantive Comments on the DEIS / Section 4(f) Evaluation
153.1 – See Response No. 10
154.1 – See Response No. 7
154.2 – See Response No. 97
153.1

154.1
154.2

350 · Wiscasset Route 1 Corridor Study

Appendix A
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1.
2.
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